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PREFACE. 


The  present  volume  contains  a  full  selection  of  the  de- 
cisions in  Admiralty  causes  rendered  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  by 
the  Hon.  Samuel  R.  Betts,  from  the  early  part  of  the  year 

1847  down  to  the  close  of  1850.  It  may  be  regarded  as  a 
continuation  of  the  series  of  Admiralty  Reports  commenced 
by  Blatchford  &  Howland,  and  continued  by  Olcott. 

The  present  Editors  have  spared  no  pains  in  the  effort 
to  perform  the  duty  which  has  devolved  upon  them  ;  and 
they  have  enjoyed  every  facility  which  could  be  desired 
both  from  the  eminent  Judge  whose  decisions  are  reported, 
and  from  those  gentlemen  in  whose  immediate  charge  are 
the  books  and  papers  of  the  District  Court. 

In  the  hope  that  it  may  be  of  service  not  only  to  their 
professional  brethren  practising  in  this  District,  but  also 
to  those  who  may  labor  in  other  fields  of  professional  life, 
the  volume  is  now  submitted  to  Mie  bar. 
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CASES  IN   ADMIRALTY. 


The   Sloop  Merchant. 

A  claim  for  seamen's  wages  and  a  claim  for  moneys  advanced  to  the  use  of  the 
ship  may  be  united  in  one  action  against  the  ship. 

A  seaman  who  claims  to  recover  both  for  wages  and  for  moneys  advanced  to 
the  ship's  use,  may  join  in  a  libel  in  rem  with  a  co-libellant  claiming  wages 
only. 

Where  the  vessel  is  liable  to  two  libellants  for  wages,  for  which,  under  the  prac- 
tice of  the  Court  in  respect  to  the  consolidation  of  suits,  they  may  be  compelled 
to  sue  in  common,  they  may  join  in  one  action  in  rem,  not  only  in  suing  for 
the  common  demands,  but  also  in  respect  to  other  claims  which  are  peculiar  to 

The  history  of  the  distinction  between  proceedings  in  rem  and  in  personam,  re- 
viewed. 

Where  both  the  vessel  and  the  master  or  owner  are  conjointly  liable,  the  personal 
remedy,  and  the  remedy  against  the  vessel,  may  be  sought  in  one  and  the  same 
action.  * 

Bule  13  of  the  Supreme  Court  interdicts  the  blending  of  an  action  against  the 
owner  personally,  with  one  against  the  vessel,  for  the  recovery  of  wages. 

A  claim  for  wages,  and  for  moneys  advanced  to  the  use  of  a  vessel  on  the  part  of 
one  libellant,  cannot  be  joined,  in  an  action  in  personam^  with  a  separate  claim  for 
wages  alone,  on  the  part  of  another. 

This  was  a  joint  libel  filed  by  William  Johnson  and  Ben- 
jamin Griffiths  against  the  sloop  Merchant,  in  rem,  and  also 
in  personam^  against  her  master,  John  Kenan,  and  her  owner, 
Joshua  Jones,  to  recover  wages  and  for  moneys  paid  to  the 
use  of  the  vessel. 

The  libellant  Griffiths,  averred  in  the  libel  that  he  was  em- 
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ployed  on  board  the  sloop,  running  between  New  York  and 
Newburg,  upon  a  contract  for  wages,  at  $30  per  month  ;  and 
that  he  served  ten  days,  for  which  he  claimed  $10.  The 
libellant  Johnson,  alleged  that  he  was  likewise  employed  on 
board  the  sloop  at  the  same  time ;  that  no  specific  agreement 
was  made,  with  him  for  wages ;.  that  he  served  for  twenty-one 
days,  and  that  bis  services  were  worth  $2.25  per  day,  and  be 
accordingly  claimed  for  them  $47.25.  He  also  showed  that 
he  had  made  advances  of  cash  for  the  use  and  service  of  the 
vessel,  amounting  to  $83.75,  for  which  he  claimed  to  recover. 
The  libel  prayed  a  decree  against  the  vessel,  and  also  against 
the  master  and  against  the  owner. 

The  owner  filed  the  following  exceptions  to  the  libel :  — 

1.  That  a  demand  for  wages  and  a  demand  for  moneys 
advanced  to  the  use  of  the  vessel,  could  not  be  joined  in  one 
libel ;  and  that  at  least  they  could  not  be  prosecuted  in  rem 
and  in  personam^  in  one  action. 

2.  That  a  suit  for  wages  could  not  be  maintained  against 
the  vessel,  master,  and  owner  conjointly. 

3.  That  the  demands  of  the  two  libellants  could  not  be 
joined  in  one  action  in  personam  against  the  respondents. 

The  cause  now  came  before  the  Court  upon  these  excep- 
tions. 

Edwin  BurTy  in  support  of  the  exceptions.  - 
Alanson  Nashy  opposed. 

Betts,  J.  The  strict  rules  of  the  common  law  in  respect 
to  the  unity  of  the  cause  of  action,  or  the  community  of  inter- 
est or  of  responsibility  of  parties  to  actions,  are  not  observed 
in  the  maritime  courts.  The  practice  in  those  courts  is  at 
least  as  liberal  and  comprehensive  as  that  pursued  in  equity. 
In  Admiralty,  the  libel  or  petition  is  employed  to  present  the 
case  of  the  prosecutor  upon  which  he  desires  the  interposition 
of  the  Court  in  his  behalf.  Such  a  case  may  be  composed  of 
wrongs  to  the  person  of  the  prosecutor  or  to  his  property,  or 
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of  a  breach  of  contract,  or  of  omission  to  do  what  he  is  right- 
folly  and  equitably  entitled  to  have  performed. 

The  libellant  Johnson^  can  accordingly  properly  bring  his 
single  action  in  this  Court,  for  wages  earned,  and  materials 
and  supplies  furnished  the  vessel,  provided  he  establishes  a 
case  falling  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court;  and  in  that 
respect  his  remedy  would  be  the  same  whether  he  prosecuted 
the  vessel  in  rem  or  the  parties  liable  to  him  in  personam. 

The  Admiralty  adopts  the  rule  of  the  civil  law,  respecting 
the  cumulation  of  actions,  (1  Browne^ s  Civ.  Sf  Aim*  L.  446,) 
to  avoid  multiplicity  of  suits.  ^ 

Griffiths  has  not  a  right  concurrent  with  Johnson  in  the 
whole  subject-matter  in  suit,  but  their  demands  are  of  the 
tame  kind^  so  far  as  wages  are  concerned,  the  libellants  having 
both  served  at  the  same  time  on  board  this  vessel,  although 
not  for  equal  periods. 

From  this  view  of  the  subject,  it  follows  that  had  these 
libellants  commenced  separate  actions  against  the  vessel  for 
their  wages,  the  Court,  at  the  instance  of  the  respondents, 
would  have  compelled  a  consolidation,  as,  contemplated  by 
the  act  of  July  20, 1790,  (1  U.  8.  Stats.  138,  c.  29,  §  6,)  which 
prescribes  that  in  this  class  of  cases,  *^  all  the  seamen  or  mari- 
ners (having  cause  of  complaint  of  the  like  kind  against  the 
same  ship  or  vessel,)  shall  be  joined  as  complainants ;"  or, 
would  have  prohibited  the  recovery  of  costs  in  more  than  one 
suit ;  and  as  in  such  case  the  contestation  of  the  claims  of 
each  libellant  is  separate,  as  much  so  as  if  those  claims  were 
prosecuted  in  distinct  actions,  there  would  be  neither  incon- 
gruity nor  inconvenience  in  permitting  the  libellants  to  ecu* 
nect  with  their  several  claims  of  wages  such  other  demands 
as  each  party  might  be  allowed  to  charge  upon  the  vessel ; 
and  accordingly,  the  actions  being  united  for  one  purpose, 
there  would  be  no  just  ground  of  exception  that  in  other 
respects  each  embraced  particulars  which  could  not  be  of 
themselves  the  subjects  of  a  joint  suil 
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Assuming  that  Johnson  has  a  lien  on  the  vessel  for  wages 
and  money  advanced  for  her  necessities,  and  Griffiths  a  lien 
in  common  with  him  for  wages  only,  I  think  no  exception 
lies  to  the  joinder  of  both  demands  in  one  libel.  For  the  ves- 
sel being  deemed  liable  to  both  for  the  wages,  which  must  be 
sued  for  in  common,  each  party  may  fitly  pursue  against  her 
in  the  same  action  such  other  demands  as  are  peculiar  to 
himself.  It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  Congress  intended  by 
that  enactment  to  save  vessels  and  owners  from  multiplicity 
of  actions  for  wages,  by  interfering  with  and  inhibiting  the 
right  of  each  seaman,  as  it  exists  at  law,  to  connect  other  de- 
mands with  his  individual  suit  for  wage^. 

A  greater  difficulty  is  presented  by  the  other  aspect  of  the 
first  exception ;  whether  these  different  demands  can  be  pros- 
ecuted in  personam  against  the  respondents  by  joint  action. 

The  Admiralty  had  an  established  jurisdiction  in  personam 
over  matters  falling  within  its  cognizance,  long  before  a 
remedy  was  afforded  in  rem^  other  than  upon  express  hypoth* 
ecations. 

Browne  supposes  that  suits  were  originally  in  rem  on  the 
instance  side  of  the  Court.  2  Browne^s  Oiv.  8f  Adm.  L.  396, 
note.  The  remedy  in  rem  is  undoubtedly  the  more  useful 
and  desirable  one,  but  there  are  no  traces  of  its  exercise  in 
the  English  Admiralty  until  long  after  actions  in  personam 
had  been  of  common  use. 

Godolphin,  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Admi- 
ralty, published  in  1661,  points  out  the  method  in  which  the 
jurisdiction  was  exercised,  as  derived  from  the  Consolato  del 
Mare.  He  says  the  proceedings  were  sunmiary,  by  warrant 
of  arrest,  and  caution  for  the  appearance  of  the  psirty  arrested. 
Godol  41. 

•  • 

So,  also,  it  manifestly  appears  in  the  stipulation  between 
the  law  judges  and  judge  in  Admiralty,  of  May  15,  1575, 
( ZoucKs  Adm.  Jwr.  120,)  that  the  arrangement  of  jurisdiction 
had  relation  to  its  exercise  in  the  arrest  of  the  party  alone.  • 
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Thronghont  the  first  thirty  chapters  of  the  Cansolalo  del 
MarCj  which  have  relataon  to  the  enforcement  of  maritime 
contracts,  the  proceedings  of  the  constdar  courts  and  comts 
of  appeal  are  by  personal  summons  or  citation  of  the  parties 
sought  to  be  charged,  and  by  decrees  against  them  person- 
ally; which,  like  oiur  judgments  at  law,  could  be  executed 
upon  the  property  of  the  debtor,  (2  Oons.  del  Mare  par 
Boucher  J  9,  33;)  and  in  the  subsequent  chapters,  in  which 
provision  is  made  for  the  sale  of  vessels  to  satisfy  what  are 
ndw  regarded  as  maritime  liens,  it  is  at  best  equivocal 
whether  the  sales  were  not  made  by  force  of  executions  on 
judgments  or  decrees  first  obtained  in  personal  suits,  and 
not  by  the  direct  condemnation  of  the  vessels  or  merchandise. 

So  Clarke,  in  his  Admiralty  Practice,  does  not,  as  Browne 
intimates,  merely  treat  first  of  proceedings  in  personam^  but 
he  views  the  process  against  vessels  and  property  by  war- 
rant of  arrest  or  sequestration,  as  auxiliary  only  to  the  suit 
inpersonam^  and  employed  to  constrain  the  appearance  of  the 
real  party  to  be  charged,  (tit  28,  cmd  Ougktovfs  Notesy)  and 
this  was  clearly  so  by  the  civil  law.  Wood^s  Civ.  L.,  b.  4, 
c  3,  ^  2. 

The  method  of  initiating  suits  in  the  English  Admiralty  by 
arrest  of  the  vessel,  is  declared  to  be  of  ancient  use ;  (The 
Dundee,  1  Ha^.  Mm.  iZ.  124 ;  2  ChiUy,  Pr.  536 ;)  but  at 
what  point  of  antiquity  it  became  a  remedy  of  the  Court,  is 
not  traceable  from  the  published  decisions  or  rules.  Evidently 
it  must  have  been  posterior  to  the  compilation  of  Clarke's 
Praxis  in  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  and  which  was  first  pub- 
lished in  1679,  (Brevoor  v.  The  Fair  American,  1  Pet  Adm.  IL 
94,)  because  that  form  of  action  is  not  treated  of  by  Clarke. 
Title  28  of  his  work  has  reference  to  proceedings  against 
property  to  compel  the  appearance  in  personam  of  the  respon- 
dent. 

There  is  certainly  no  clear  authority  showing  that  actions 
fir  rem  preceded  those  in  personam^  as  the  general  means  of 
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'  exercising  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court ;  far  less  is  there  any 
to  prove  that  the  latter  class  of  actions  derived  their  qual- 
ities from  the  {)rocesse8  or  rules  of  pleading  employed  in  the 
former.  Each  form  of  action  is  distinct  and  independent  of 
the  other  in  respect  to  the  methods  of  procedure  employed, 
and  (with  a  few  exceptions)  in  respect  to  jurisdiction  over  the 
subject-matter  upon  which  they  may  act. 

Suits  in  rem  and  in  personam  are  by  no  means  convertible, 
and  if  in  some  instances  they  are  concurrent,  there  are  numer- 
ous cases  in  which  one  must  be  employed  to  the  exclusion  t)f 
the  other.  Willard  v.  Dorr,  3  Mason,  91 ;  The  Ship  Packet, 
lb,  255 ;  Hammond  r.  The  Essex  Fire  &  Marine  Insurance 
Company,  4  lb.  196 ;  The  Brig  George,  1  Sumn.  161 ;  The 
Ship  Grand  Turk,  1  Paine,  73;  The  Steamboat  Orleans  v. 
Phoebus,  11  Pet.  175 ;  Drinkwater  v.  The  Freight,  &c.,  of  The 
Spartan,  Ware,  161. 

It  therefore  does  not  follow  that  because  these  libellants 
may,  or  even  must  join  in  an  action  for  wages  against  a  ves- 
sel, that  the  like  rule  applies  when  the  prosecution  is  in  per' 
sonam  alone. 

These  observations  are  intended  to  meet  that  part  of  the 
argument  which  regards  the  proceedings  in  this  case  as  two 
separate  suits,  each  of  which  is  to  be  upheld  or  discharged 
upon  principles  applicable  to  it  if  prosecuted  as  a  sole  action ; 
and  they  are  made  for  tiie  purpose  of  limiting  the  operation 
of  the  decision  to  the  present  case  as  it  stands  upon  the 
pleadings.      * 

The  practice  in  this  district  has  always  sanctioned  a  pro- 
ceeding conjointiy  in  rem  aiid  in  personam  in  cases  where  the 
party  was  entitled  to  the  double  remedy.^  Betts^s  Adm.  Pr. 
20.  Such  it  is  believed  is  the  common  course  of  Admiralty 
Courts  in  the  United  States.     Abbott  on  Shipp.  783,  and  note. 

m  • 

^  See  the  case  of  the  Zenobia,  decided  in  this  Court  in  July,  1847,  and 
reported />09/,  in  its  order  of  date,  where  this  point  is  fiiX\y  discussed. 
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This  avoids  miiltiplicity  of  suits,  and  saves  needless  repeti- 
tions of  proofs  and  discussions,  because  the  s^me  facts,  and 
between  the  same  parties,  must  be  in'  contestation  in  each 
action. 

.  In  the  instance  of  seamen  suing  for  wages,  the  same  libel 
was  allowed  to  pray  the  arrest  and  condemnation  of  the  ves- 
sel, etc.,  etc.,  and  process  and  a  decree  against  the  master  and 
owner,  to  satisfy  the  wages  in  arrear. 

The  like  xesult  is  obtained  in  the  English  Admiralty,  by 
compelling  the  parties  chargeable  personally  to  come  into  the 
suit  in  rem,  and  give  their  absolute  appearanqf.  This  subjects 
them  and  their  sureties  to  satisfy  the  decree  of  the  Court, 
(The  St.  Johan,  1  Hogg.  Adm,^IL  334,)  and  is  equivalent  to 
an  arrest  and  decree  in  personam. 

In  this  case,  accordingly,  the  proceeding  in  personam  is  not 
to  be  regarded  as  an  independent  action,  subject  to  the  rules 
which  would  govern  it  in  that  form,  but  as  auxiliary  and 
concomitant  to  the  suit  in  rem  for  wages,  which  must  then 
be  conducted  in  the  name  of  both  parties,  and  may  have  also 
the  advantage  of  a  personal  decree  at  the  same  time. 

But  it  is  argued  that,  in  this  point  of  view,  the  libellants 
had  no  authority  to  unite  the  owner  and  mobster  with  the  ves- 
.  sel ;  Rule  13  of  the  Supreme  Court  declaring  that,  ''  in  all 
suits  for  mariners'  wages,  the  libeUants  may  proceed  against 
the  ship,  freigkty  and  master,  or  against  the  owner  omd  master 
alone  inpersonamJ^ 

Although  the  question  of  who  may  be  responsible  t6  a 
demand  is  one  of  general  jurisprudence,  yet  the  form  and 
the  arrangement  of  process  by  which  the  obligation  is  to 
be  enforced,  is  matter  of  practice.  And,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  August  23,  1842,  the 
Supreme  Court  is  vested  with  authority  to  impose  on  iniferior 
courts  an  absolute  law  in  this  respect;  (5  Ul  S,  Stats,  518, 
§  6 ;)  and  the  Court,  under  that  power  having  proceeded  to 
regulate  this  subject-matter,  their  regulation  must  be  regarded 


8  CASES  IN  ADMIRALTY. 

The  Sloop  Merchant. 

complete  and  exclusive,  inhibiting  what  it  does  not  allow, 
as  well  as  governing  what  is  fixed  by  positive  appointment. 
Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  1  Wheat,  1»        ^ 

The  remedy,  therefore,  in  Admiralty,  must  be  in  conformity 
to  the  direction  of  the  Supreme  Court  Rules ;  and  Rule  13 
must,  I  apprehend,  be  accepted  as  having  determined  this 
point,  whether  regarded  as  matter  of  practice  or  pleading,  by 
designating  the  methods  in  which  this  remedy  is  to  be  pm*-^ 
sued,  and  thus  also  excluding  all  others. 

At  least,  it  limits  the  scope  of  actions  in  rem  and  per* 
sonam  conjointly^  when  prosecuted  for  the  recovery  of  wages, 
to  the  vessel,  freight,  and  master,  deferring  the  remedy  in  per^ 
sonam  to  a  separate  suit,  where  the  owner  is  made  a  parly. 
It  is  difficult  to  perceive  the  policy  which  induced  this  change 
of  practice,  or  why  the  owner  is  not  as  aptly  connected  with 
the  vessel  as  the  master,  in  a  proceeding  involving  their  com- 
mon liability,  particularly  when  that  of  the  owner  is  primary 
and  coupled  with  an  interest,  whilst  that  of  the  master  is  only 
incidental  to  his  office.  That  this  distinction  of  actions  is^ 
however,  considerately  made,  is  obvious  from  Rules  12,  14, 
15, 16  and  17,  and  I  feel  constrained  to  say,  that  suitors  are 
by  force  of  Rule  13  now  interdicted  from  blending  an  action 
against  the  owner  personally  with  one  against  the  vessel,  for , 
the  recovery  of  wages. 

The  second  exception  must,  accordingly,  be  allowed  in 
favor  of  the  respondents. 

The  third  exception  is  overruled*  The  two  seamen  can 
rightfully  join  in  a  prosecution  for  wages,  and  each  is  enti« 
tied  to  unite  with  his  demand  other  claims  in  his  behalf, 
being  liens  on  the  vessel.  This  exception  is  not  extended 
to  the  joinder  of  the  master  and  owner  with  the  proceeding 
in  rem. 

The  exception,  however,  raises  the  general  question  whether 
the  libellants  can  proceed  jointiy  against  the  m^aster  and 
oumer,  in  personam,  for  the  demands  put  forth  by  the  libeL 
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Clearly,  at  common  law,  parties  must  show  a  common 
interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  salt,  to  be  enabled  to 
prosecute  it  in  their  joint  names.  It  is  not  sufficient  that 
tkeir  respective  claims  are  of  the  same  character  or  kind, 
Upon  contracts  express  or  implied,  Uens  or  other  liabilities ; 
but  it  must  furthermore  appear  that  each  plaintiiBf  is  entitled 
to  a  common  share  in  the  recovery.  1  ChiUj/i  PL  8.  The 
same  ia  the  case  in  equity,  and  a  demurrer  will  lie  for  multi* 
fariousness  for  joining  parties  who  have  distinct  interests. 
Edw.  Partiesy  10;  Storp^  Eq.  PL  §  279;  Yeaton  v.  Lenox, 
8  Pet  123.  The  civil  law  does  not  seem  to  have  laid 
down  rules  in  relation  merely  to  parties  uniting  in  an 
action,  although  it  did  regulate  the  joinder  of  different 
c&uaes  of  action  in  one  suit ;  usually  prohibiting  the  union 
of  remedies  which  were  dissimilar  in  kind,  (24  Pothier^  Pond. 
368  ;  Dig.  lib.  50,  tit  17,  art  431 ;  WoocPs  av.  L.  372,) 
but  permitting  to  be  embraced,  in  one  libel,  demands  arising 
from  different  sources,  as  from  personal  obligation,  hypothe- 
cation, &c.  Codcj  lib.  7,  tit  40.  Nor  do  I  find  that  the 
practice  of  ecclesiastical  courts  made  provisions  specifically, 
respecting  omitting  or  bringing  into  suits  a  multiplicity  of 
parties.    2  Chitty,  Gen.  Pr.  481-489. 

The  principles  and  doctrines  of  the  general  law  ought, 
accordingly,  to  be  applied  to  proceedings  in  Admiralty,  ex 
eontractUy  so  far  as  they  govern  methods  of  pleading.  This 
is  clearly  so,  as  to  the  essential  components  of  a  libel,  plea  or 
exception ;  and  the  convenience  and  usefulness  of  conformity, 
in  the  structure  of  proceedings^  in  the  different  courts,  is  a 
persuasive  reason  for  adhering  to  the  weU-defined  and  under- 
stood course  of  other  courts,  in  the  pleadings  in  Admiralty, 
and  would  induce  the  Court  to  be  readily  guided  by  those 
rules,  when  not  infringing  any  principle  or  object  of  the  reme- 
dies obtaining  here. 

In  this  view  of  the  subject,  I  am  inclined  to  think  actions 
in  personam  in  Admiralty  ex  contractu  et  e  diverso  inttdtUy 
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mast  be  governed  by  the  rules  applicable  to  them  in  other 
courts  in  respect  to  the  competency  of  parties  to  unite  in 
their  prosecution  ;  and  that  the  present  case  is  clearly  one  in 
which  such  joinder  could  not  be  allowed,  if  the  saits  had 
been  against  the  respondents  solely.  In  actions  in  tort,  tha 
rule  is  different.  The  American  Insurance  Company  v.  John- 
son, MSS.  1828 ;  ^  The  AmiaUe  I^ncy,  1  Paine^  C.  C.  R. 
Ill ;  S.  C.  3  Wheat.  546. 

I  do  not  intend  in  this  case,  to  decide  that  the  crews  of 
sea-going  vessels  must  sever  in  actions  for  their  wages  earned 
on  a  common  voyage;  or  that  parties  whose  rights  spring 
out  of  a  common  cause  of  action  must  do  so ;  but  shall  leave 
these  questions  to  be  disposed  of  as  they  may  arise.  But 
engagements  for  services  on  board  river  craft  navigating  be- 
tween ports  of  this  State,  and  for  different  periods,  and  at 
different  wages,  ought  not  to  be  distinguished  in  the  modes  of 
prosecution  in  this  Ck>urt  against  parties  personally,  from  like 
suits  in  the  courts  of  law. 

Questions  have  been  raised  and  argued,  upon  the  import 
and  effect  of  the  Supreme  Court  Rules  12, 14, 15, 16  and  17 ; 
but,  as  they  do  not  bear  upon  the  points  now  decided  further 
than  has  been  already  noticed,  I  shall  forbear  any  remark 
upon  them,  other  than  to  say  that  a  remedy  for  supplies  or 
materials  furnished  the  vessel  cannot  be  had  against  the  mas- 
ter and  owner,  in  connection  with  the  vessel,  but  only  against 
one  of  them.    Rule  12. 

The  decision  of  the  Court  upon  the  exceptions  is : — 

1.  That  these  libellants  c,annot  maintain  a  joint  action, 
in  personam,  solely  upon  the  matter  set  fojrth  in  the  libel. 

2.  That  the  libel  is  maintainable  against  the  vessel  t^  rem, 
in  behalf  of  both  parties,  and  that  a  decree  may  be  taken  for 
wages  against  both  the  vessel  and  master. 


1  Since  reported,  1  Blatchf,  J*  H.  Adnu  R,  9. 
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3.  That  no  recovery  or  decree  can  be  had  in  this  form  of 
the  action  against  the  owner. 

4.  That  Johnson  can  have  a  decree  for  supplies,  &c.,  against 
the  vessel,  and  against  either  the  master  or  owner  at  ^  elec- 
tioni  bat  not  against  both. 

Decree  to  be  entered  accordingly. 


The  Isaac  Newton. 

To  entitle  the  claimant  or  respondent,  in  Admiralty,  to  claim  judgment  against  the 
Bbellant  preliminarilj,  on  the  ground  that  his  ri^ht  of  action  did  not  mature  un- 
til after  the  suit  was  commenced,  the  objection  must  be  raised  by  plea  in  abate- 
ment or  demurrer. 

And  where  such  plea  has  not  been  interposed,  the  Court  will  not  pronounce  against 
the  action  merely  on  the  ground  that  it  was  prematurely  brought,  if  the  right  of 
action  is  perfected  before  the  final  hearing. 

In  such  cases  parties  will  be  protected,  in  the  adjustment  of  costs,  from  an}'  injus- 
tice arising  from  a  too  early  commencement  of  the  suit. 

Where  the  owner  of  property  places  it  in  the  hands  of  another  person,  solely  that 
the  latter  may  make  repairs,  improvements,  additions,  &c.,  to  it,  and  afterwards 
demands  and  receives  the  redelivery  of  it,  this  is  not  an  admission  on  the  part  of 
such  owner  that  the  services  agreed  for  have  been  performed,  nor  does  it  estop 
him  from  contesting  the  fact  of  the  fulfilment  of  the  agreement 

It  setms,  however,  that  such  acceptance  of  the  redelivery  of  the  property  may  be 
regarded  at  law  as  an  admisflion  that  the  owner  haa  received  some  benefit,  and 
that  the  other  contracting  partf  is  entitled  to  some  remuneration  £91  the  work 
done. 

The  libellants,  manufacturers  of  steam-engines,  had  contracted  with  the  claimants 
to  build  for  a  boat  owned  by  the  latter,  a  steam-engine,  with  the  main  cylinder 
eighty  inches  diameter  of  bore,  uid  twelve  feet  stroke  of  piston,  of  the  best  mate- 
rials and  workmanship,  and  of  sufficient  and  suitable  size  and  strength  in  all  its 
parts,  and  to  include  all  modem  improvements ;  the  boilers  to  be  of  the  best 
Pennsylvania  wrought  iron,  and  of  the  most  approved  construction  for  genera- 
tfaig  steam  with  economy  of  fnel,  and  of  size  to  suppty  the  cylinder  with  steam 
at  as  many  pounds  pressure  to  the  square  inch  on  the  piston,  when  working  with 
Ihe  throttle  wide  open,  as  are  used  by  the  fastest  steamboats  on  the  Hudson  River 
when  going  at  their  greatest  speed. 

Edd,  upon  tiiis  agreement  and  upon  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  that  the  intention 
of  the  parties  was  that  the  boilers  should  be  so  oonstracted  aa  to  furnish  the  en- 
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gine  with  at  least  forty  pounds  pressure  of  steam  to  the  square  inch  on  the  piston 
(or  boiler)  when  working  with  the  throttle  valve  wide  open,  using  such  length 
of  cut-off  to  the  piston  as  was  custom aiy  with  the  class  of  boats  referred  to. 

Where,  by  the  terms  of  a'  contract  for  the  construction  of  a  steam-engine,  in  a  boat 
owned  i>y  the  employing  party,  the  consideration-money  was  to  be  paid  by  in* 
stalments  as  the  work  advanced,  so  that  a  large  portion  of  it  would  be  payable 
before  the  time  for  the  full  performance  of  the  contract : — Edd,  that  the  perfect 
fulfilment  of  the  agreement  by  the  party  employed  was  not  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  file  obligation  of  it  upon  the  employer ;  nor  could  the  latter  take  posses- 
sion again  of  the  boat  without  compensating  the  former  for  the  benefit  actually 
received,  although  the  work  was  not  done  in  entire  conformity  with  the  specifi- 
cations. 

Where,  by  the  terms  of  a  contract  for  building  a  steam-engine,  the  work  was  to 
be  done  under  the  superintendence  of  the  employers,  and  to  be  paid  for  in 
instalments  as  it  proceeded,  and  was  to  be  finished  at  a  specified  time ;  and  the 
work  was  protracted  beyond  that  time,  but  the  employers  continued  their  super- 
intendence, and  made  payments  on  account  thereafter : — Hdd^  that  by  so  doing 
they  acquiesced  in  the  delay  and  estopped  themselves  from  claiming  damage 
therefor. 

Where  a  contract  between  the  owners  of  a  steamboat  and  other  parties  for  the 
erection  of  a  steam-engine  in  the  boat,  provided  that  the  builders  should  test 
and  prove  the  work,  when  completed,  in  a  certain  way ;  and  before  they  had  so 
tested  and  proved  it,  the  owners  of  the  boat  took  possession  of  her,  and  com- 
menced running  her,  and  the  builders  thereupon  commenced  an  action  without 
ever  having  applied  the  stipulated  tests : — Hdd^  that  the  action  was  not  prema- 
turely brought ;  as  the  owners,  by  taking  possession  of  the  boat  as  their  own, 
must  be  regarded  as  having  admitted  their  liability  to  pay  whatever  was  justly 
due  for  the  work  actually  performed. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem  by  "  The  Allaire  Woyks,"  a  corpo- 
ration created  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
against  the  steamboat  Isaac  Newton,  to  recover  for  an  engine, 
&c.,  supplied  to  that  boat 

The  libel,  after  setting  forth  the  corporate  character  of  the 
libellant,  averred  the  following  facts :  — 

That  on  or  shortly  after  November  1, 1845,  the  libellant,  by 
an  instrument  in  writing,  bearing  date  as  of  that  day,  agreed 
with  Daniel  Drew,  Elijah  Peck,  and  Isaac  Newton,  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  to  build  for  them  and  to  set  up,  complete 
and  ready  for  use,  in  a  boat  then  building  by  William  H. 
Brown,  a  shipwright  carrying  on  business  in  New  York,  a 
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low-pressure  beam    steam-engine,  with  the  main  cylinder 
eighty  inches  diameter  of  bore  and  twelve  feet  stroke  of 
piston,  of  the  best  materials  and  workmanship,  and  of  suf- 
ficient and  suitable  size  and  strength  in  all  its  parts,  and  to 
include  all  modem  improvements ;  the  engine  to  be  secured 
in  the  boat  in  the  best  and  strongest  manner,  and  in  all  re- 
spects aa  an  engine  of  such  unusual  power  required  for  its 
firmness,  security  and  permanency ;  its  8haft;s  and  cranks  to 
be  of  the  best  wrought  iron  ;  the  steam  pipes,  copper ;  copper 
to  be  substituted  for  iron  where  it  could  be  done  to  the  advan- 
tage of  the  engine  in  lightness  and  durability;  the  general 
appearance  to  be  improved  by  as  much  bright  work  as  good 
taste  might  dictate;  the  whole  workmanship  to  be  such  as 
would  be  creditable  to  the  builders  and  owners ;  the  boilers 
to  be  of  the  best  Pennsylvania  wrought  iron,  and  of  the  most 
approved  constraction  for  generating  steam  with  economy  of 
fuel,  and  of  a  size  to  supply  the  cylinder  with  steam  at  as 
many  pounds  pressure  to  the  square  inch  on  the  piston,  when 
working  with  the  throttle  wide  open,  as  were  used  by  the 
fastest  steamboats  on  the  Hudson  River  when  going  at  their 
highest  rate  of  speed,  together  with  blowers  and  blowing 
engines  complete ;  the  engine  to  be  furnished  with  all  neces- 
sary tools,  fixtures,  and  bells,  and  to  be  put  into  successful 
operation  under  the  superintendence  and  to  the  satisfaction 
of  Isaac  Newton*     And  it  was  further  agreed  that  the  libel- 
lant  should  thoroughly  try  and  prove  the  engine  and  boilers 
with  as  much  pressure  of  steam  on  each  square  inch  of  the 
piston  as  was  customary  in  thp  fastest  boats  upon  the  Hud- 
son Biver  when  going  at  their  fullest  rate  of  speed ;  and  if 
any  part  of  the  engine  or  boilers,  or  their  appurtenances, 
should  joove  to  be  weak  or  defective,  they  were  to  substitute 
for  the  same,  others  of  more  suitable  material  or  construc- 
tion, so  that  the  whole  should  be  perfect  in  every  part ;  and 
the  engine,  with  its  boilers  and  appurtenances,  was  to  be 
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completed  and  put  to  trial  and  proof  on  or  before  the  fifteenth 
day  of  May  thon  next. 

The  libel  further  alleged  that  Drew,  Peck,  and  Newton,  by 
the  contract  above  mentioned,  agreed  on  their  part  to  pay  to 
the  libellants  the  sum  of  forty-six  thousand  dollars,  in  four 
equal  payments,  as  the  work  progressed ;  the  last  payment  to 
be  made  when  the  engine,  and  all  things  appertaining  thereto, 
were  completed,  tested,  approved,  and  accepted  by  Drew, 
Peck,  and  Newton. 

The  libel  further  alleged  that  the  libellants  proceeded  to 
build,  and  made  ready  for  use  in  the  steamboat  referred  to  in 
the  contract,  a  steam-engine,  conforming  to  the  specifications 
of  the  agreement  That  the  engine,  with  a]l  necessary  tools, 
fixtures,  and  bells,  was  completed,  and  put  into*  suocessfiil 
operation  and  motion  under  the  superintendence  of  Isaac 
Newton ;  that  the  engine,  with  the  boilers,  blowers,  and  blow- 
ing engines  complete,  of  the  description,  quality,  and  particu- 
lars mentioned  in  the  agreement  aforesaid,  had  been  com- 
pleted GLud  thoroughly  tested,  tried,  and  proved  in  the  manner 
required  by,  and  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement, 
and  the  same,  with  all  their  appurtenances,  had  been  accepted 
by  the  said  Drew,  Peck,  and  Newton,  who  had  commenced 
running  the  steamboat  as  a  passage-boat  between  New  York 
and  Albany ;  and  that  Isaac  Newton  had  expressed  his  ap- 
proval of  the  engine,  boilers,  and  appurten^ces. 

The  libel  further  averred  that  the  other  contracting  parties 
had  not  paid  for  the  work  according  to  their  agreement,  but 
that  ther^  remained  due  to  them,  including  charges  for  extra 
work,  the  sum  of  $13,636.47 ;  that  extra  work  not  required 
by  the  agreement  had  been  put  upon  the  boat,  which,  with 
materials  furnished  therefor,  amounted  to  the  sum  of  $6,630.47, 
which  had  not  been  paid  to  the  libellants ;  and  that  the  steam- 
boat, with  all  her  appurtenances,  was  now  in  the  possession 
of  the  other  contracting  parties. 

The  libel  prayed  an  attachment  against  the  boat  and  her 
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appurtenances,  and  that  all  claimants  might  be  cited  to  appear 
and  answer,  without  oath,  and  that  the  Court  would  pro- 
nounce for  the  libellants  for  the  balance  claimed,  and  for  such 
damages  as  shall  be  deemed  proper,  &c. 

To  the  libel  was  annexed  a  copy  of  the  contract,  £rom  which 
it  appeared  that  a  very  similar  agreement  had  previously  been 
made  by  Drew,  Peck,  and  Newton,  with  John  Taylor  and 
Curtis  Peck,  in  whose  place  the  libellants  had  been  afterwards 
substituted.  There  was  also  annexed  a  statement  of  the 
amount  of  work  done  by  the  libellants,  with  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars of  the  extra  work;  the  whole  of  which  amounted  to 
$48,630.47.  A  credit  was  given  upon  the  account  for  various 
payments,  amounting  to  (35,000,  leaving  due  to  the  libellants 
the  balance  claimed  in  the  libel. 

The  claimants,  Drew,  Peck,  and  Newton,  filed  their  claim 
and  answer,  November  11, 1846.  The  answer  admitted  the 
contract  set  forth  in  the  libel,  but  denied  that  the  libellants 
performed  the  contract  according  to  its  true  intent  and  mean- 
ing, as  alleged  in  the  libel,  (specifying  various  particulars  in 
which  the  libellants  had  failed  to  perform,  and  negativing  the 
fulfilment  of  the  affirmative  stipulations  on  the  libellants' 
part,)  and  denied,  in  general,  that  the  engine,  with  all  pumps, 
tools,  fixtures,  and  bells,  were,  at  the  time  of  filing  said  libel, 
completed,  and  put  into  successful  operation  and  motion  in 
the  manner  required  by  the  contract,  under  the  superintend- 
ence of  Isaac  Newton,  or  to  his  satisfaction ;  or  that  the 
engine,  with  its  boilers,  had  been  thoroughly  tried  and  proved 
by  libellants,  according  to  the  .contract.  And  it  was  averred 
that  a  sufficient  time  had  not  been  allowed  the  claimants 
before  filing  the  libel,  to  try  and  prove  the  engine  and  boilers, 
according  to  the  contract ;  and  that  such  trial  could  not  be 
made,  because  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  boilers  to  generate 
the  steam  requisite  thereto.  The  answer  further  alleged  that 
the  claimants,  having  been  firom  May  15  to  October  8, 1846, 
delayed  by  the  failure  of  the  libellants  to  complete  the  con- 
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tract,  they,  on  the  last-mentioned  day,  commenced  running 
the  boat,  as  a  passage-boat,  between  New  York  and  Albany, 
^  subject  to  be  completed  and  furnished  and  finished  by  the 
libellants,  in  all  things  according  to  the  contract,  and  without 
any  waiver  of  the  conditions  thereof^  or  of  the  damages  to 
which  they  were  entitled ; "  and  it  alleged  that  after  the  boat 
commenced  running,  and  two  weeks  after  tiie  libel  was 
filed,  a  number  of  men  were  employed  and  worked  on  the 
boat  under  the  directions  of  the  libellants,  completing  the 
same. 

The  answer  further  alleged  that  payments  had  already  been 
made  equal  to  and  beyond  the  full  right  of  the  libellants ; 
denied  that  the  claimants  ever  paid  moneys  on  the  charges 
for  extra  work,  or  ever  acknowledged  that  libellants  had  any 
claim  therefor ;  and  the  answer  denied  their  right  to  the  same, 
and  denied  that  any  extra  work  was  performed  beyond  a 
small  item,  amounting  to  about  $200,  and  denied  the  right  of 
libellants  to  charge  even  for  that  as  an  addition  to  the  con- 
tract price. 

The  answer  further  claimed  a  credit  of  $667.37,  for  coal 
furnished  the  libellants  in  July,  1840;  and  claimed  other  sums 
paid  by  them  for  fixtures,  &c.,  to  the  boat,  which  the  libel- 
lants ought  to  have  supplied ;  and  denied  that  (13,630.40,  or 
any  part  of  it,  was  due  the  libellants,  or  that  the  libellants 
had  any  lien  on  the  boat  when  the  libel  was  filed. 

Upon  this  statement  of  facts  the  claimants  demanded  dam- 
ages to  the  sum  of  $30,000,  for  being  deprived  of  the  boat  at 
the  time  contracted  for,  and  because  of  charges  and  disburse- 
ments paid  for  her  safe-keeping  in  and  during  the  period 
between  May  15  and  October  8. 

The  cause  now  came  before  the  Court  upon  the  proofs,  the 
entire  hearing  occupying  seventeen  days. 

Francis  B,  OuUing  and  Daniel  Lord^  for  the  libellants. 

C  Van  Santvoordt  and  Henry  E.  Dodge^  for  the  claim- 
ants. 
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Betts,  J.  Before  considering  the  merits  of  nw  case  be- 
tween the  parties,  it  is  proper  to  dispose  of  two  preliminary 
objections  interposed ;  the  one  by  the  claimants  to  the  main- 
tenance of  the  action,  the  other  by  the  libellants  to  the  right 
of  the  claimants  to  offer  the  defence  raised  by  them. 

The  claimants  insist  that  by  the  contract  the  last  instal- 
ment did  not  become  payable  until  after  the  engine,  boilers, 
&C.,  were  completed,  tried,  proved,  and  accepted;  that  no 
acceptance  of  the  work  as  conforming  to  the  agreement  has 
been  made  up  to  this  time ;  and  that  the  suit  was  instituted 
two  days  after  the  boat  was  delivered  to  the  claimants, 
without  the  preliminary  trial  and  proof  stipulated  in  the 
contract. 

Upon  this  objection  it  is  first  to  be  remarked,  that  the  facts 
upon  which  it  rests  compose  an  essential  feature  in  the  merits 
of  the  case.  The  libellants  ground  their  action  upon  the  alle- 
gation that  they  have  fully  performed  the  contract  on  their 
part,  and  they  now  insist  that  they  have  established  the  alle- 
gation by  the  proofs.  Evidence  has  been  given  at  great 
length  on  both  sides  lipon  this  point,  and  the  claimants  con- 
tend that  the  weight  of  it  maintains  their  defence  in  this 
behalf.  The  question  thus  becomes  one  vital  to  the  case 
upon  the  merits,  involving  the  fact  of  performance  as  well  as 
the  time  of  performance,  and  no  Court  will  turn  one  party 
round  on  a  mere  technical  point,  embraced  within  the  merits, 
if  the  essential  rights  of  both  can  be  preserved  by  retaining 
the  cause  to  final  judgment. 

In  the  second  place,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  courts  pro- 
ceeding according  to  the  course  of  the  civil  law,  there  is  less 
reason  for  rigor  in  the  rule  that  the  right  of  action  must  be 
complete  when  the  suit  is  commenced,  than  in  common-law 
courts ;  because  in  the  former  the  matter  of  costs  being  wholly 
in  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  it  can  protect  the  party  prema- 
turely sued,  by  allowing  him  costs,  without  the  necessity  of 
dismissing  the  cause  for  that  purpose,  as  must  be  done  in 
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common-^^actions.  If  the  cause  of  action  is  matured  when 
the  answer  comes  in,  or  even  at  the  time  of  trial,  there  is  no 
necessity  for  ordering  the  suit  to  be  brought  de  novo  ;  but  the 
Court  can  retain  and  proceed  with  it,  adjusting  the  rights  of 
the  parties  according  to  their  respective  equities.  The  plead- 
ings in  the  civil  law  accordingly  give  to  the  objection  that  the 
demand  sued  upon  is  not  due,  the  effect  of  a  dilatory  excep- 
tion  only,  (  Wbod^s  Civil  Law^  366,)  whilst  peremptory  excep- 
tions, payment,  release,  duress,  &c.,  bar  and  exclude  the  action 
forerer.     Code  Cfivil^  La.  125. 

Such,  also,  is  the  function  of  exceptions  in  the  canon  law, 
from  which  the  Admiralty  practice  was  very  directly  derived. 
Clarke^ 8  Ecc.  Pr.  §  32 ;  Cockburr/s  Clerks^  Asst  c.  6 ;  CSarke^s 
Adm.  Pr.  tit  46.  At  most,  when  the  exception  touches  the 
form  of  proceeding,  (which  may,  perhaps,  include  the  liability 
of  the  defendant  to  answer  the  demand  eo  instantij)  the  prose- 
cuting party  may  at  once  renew  his  suit,  on  rectifying  the 
objectionable  act,  and  paying  costs.  13  Pothierj  12 ;  PcMd. 
Civ.  c.  2,  art  2,  §  3. 

In  this  Court  the  answer  is  permitted  to  avail  as  a  special 
plea  or  exception  other  than  to  matters  x>f  abatemefUj  {Dist 
CU  Rule  76,)  and  both  by  the  rules  of  this  Court  and  the 
higher  authority  of  the  Supreme  Court,  amendments  are 
allowed  in  every  stage  of  the  proceedings  upon  the  most  lib- 
eral terms.  Beits* t  Adm.  Pr.  57 ;  Sup.  Ct.  Rule  24 ;  JBene- 
dicffs  Adm*  Pr.  §  483.  It  is  doubtful,  under  these  regulations, 
whether  matters  of  abatement  can  be  set  up  at  all  by  answar; 
but  if  it  can,  the  Court,  nnd^  the  authority  of  tiiese  rules,  as 
well  as  under  the  broad  provisions  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  (1  U. 
&  Si€U$.  91,  ^  32,)  may  give  the  party  relief  at  discretion, 
without  compdling  him  to  bring  a  new  action. 

To  be  entitled  to  claim  judgment  against  the  libellants  pre- 
liminarily, for  want  of  a  matured  right  of  action  when  the  suit 
was  commenced,  the  claimants  must  have  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment or  demurred ;  and  by  presenting  the  point  on  the  final 
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hearing  upon  the  merits,  it  mnst  be  regarded  as  entering 
into  and  composing  a  part  of  the  defence  on  the  merits. 

This  defence,  if  formally  interposed  in  equity,  would  b^ 
eitiier  a  plea  in  abatement,  {Beames^s  Pleasj  58,  60,)  or  a  plea 
to  the  bill.  lb.  61.  This  subject  is  largely  considered  by 
Judge  Story,  and  he  holds  that  the  defence  proper  to  be 
offered  nnder  these  pleas  is  not  generally  available  by  way 
of  answer,  or  at  the  hearing ;  and,  therefore,  the  objection 
ought  to  be  taken  (mte  litem  coiUestaiam.  Story ^  Eg.  PI. 
§708. 

The  Court  will  not,  acccnrdingly,  now  pronounce,  in  exclu- 
fflon  of  a  consideration  of  the  merits,  that  the  libellant  had  no 
existing  cause  of  action  when  his  suit  was  instituted. 

Neither,  in  my  judgment,  can  the  objection  raised  in  this 
stage  of  the  case  to  the  admission  of  the  claimants'  defence 
prevail  The  libellants  are  not  entitled  to  preclude  a  full 
investigation  of  their  own  demand,  or  of  the  merits  of  the 
defence. 

By  taking  the  boat  into  their  possession  on  the  8th  of  Octo- 
ber, and  appropriating  the  machinery  supplied  by  the  Ubellants 
to  their  own  use,  the  claimants  do  not  adopt  the  delivery  of 
the  boat  as  a  performance  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the 
libellants,  and  are  in  no  way  estopped  from  controverting  the 
fact  of  the  fulfilment  of  the  agreement     If  the  rule  be  other- 
wise in  respect  to  articles  manufactured  by  one  for  another, 
it  cannot  govern  the  case  where  the  work  done  is  applied  to 
property  owned  by  the  one  obtaining  the  work,  and  not  by 
him  who  does  it,  and  which  exceeds  in  value  the  alteration 
or  improvement  put  upon  it  by  the  mechanic,  nor  to  contracts 
'executory  in  their  character  relating  to  personal  property. 
Allaire  v.  Whitney,  1  mU,  484;  8.  C.  4  Demo,  664;  S.  C. 
1  Comstm  306.     The  claimants  in  this  case  being  the  owners 
of  the  body  of  the  boat|  of  itself  of  great  value ;  and  the 
undertaking  of  the  libeUants  being  to  complete  it  by  adding  a 
steam-engine  and  machinery  of  the  description  specified  in 
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the  agreement,  and  the  boat  never  being  out  of  their  posses- 
sion or  in  that  of  the  libellants,  except  for  that  purpose,  the 
claimants  had  a  right  to  demand  and  receive  the  re-delivery 
of  the  boat  at  the  time  stipulated,  or  at  any  time  subsequent, 
without  having  their  acts  in  so  doing  operate  as  an  admission 
that  the  libellants  had  fulfilled  their  contract,  or  as  a  discharge 
of  them  from  its  obligation.  This  may  be  regarded  at  law  as 
an  admission  that  they  have  received  some  benefit,  and  that 
the  libellants  are  entitled  to  some  remuneration  for  the  work 
done.  Lucas  v.  Godwin,  3  Binff.  737  ;  S.  C.  32  Eng;.  C. 
L.  R.  309.  But  it  will  not  operate  as  an  acknowledgment 
that  the  contract  has  been  performed  to  their  satisfaction. 

In  the  present  stage  of  the  cause  it  is  intended  to  discuss 
two  questions  only : 

1.  Whether  the  agreement  has  been  performed  by  the  libel- 
lants according  to  its  true  import  and  meaning  ? 

2.  If  it  has  not,  what  rule  of  compensation  should  be 
adopted  towards  them,  and  in  protection  of  the  rights  of  the 
claimants  ? 

The  libellants  have  received  in  cash  payments  made  at  dif- 
ferent periods  during  the  progress  of  the  work,  the  sum  of 
036,000.  The  contract  price  for  which  the  wort  specified 
was  to  be  done,  was  046,000,  and  they  claim,  in  addition, 
02,680.47  for  work  and  materials  put  upon  the  boat,  extra 
the  stipulations  of  the  contract.  The  claimants  claim  dis- 
bursements and  payments  in  addition  to  those  credited  by  the 
libellants,  and  insist  they  are  entitled  to  damages  to  the 
amount  of  030,000,  for  the  delay  of  the  work  and  detention 
of  the  boat  from  May  15  to  October  8,  and  also  because  of 
the  imperfect  and  insufficient  performance  of  the  contract  in* 
the  work  done  by  the  libellants. 

The  first  point  of  difference  between  the  parties,  necessary 
to  be  disposed  of  by  the  Court,  is  the  meaning  and  extent  of 
the  contract  in  .respect  to  the  questions  in  dispute. 

Although,  as  might  be  expected,  in  a  controversy  involving 
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SO  large  a  demand,  the  parties  have  litigated  with  earnestness 
every  question  which  the  case  can  fairly  raise,  yet,  in  my 
judgment,  the  essential  matter  in  dispute  relates  to  the  boil' 
ersy  and  whether  they  fulfil  the  engagements  of  the  contract 
respecting  them.  But  before  taking  up  tkis  main  feature  of 
the  case,  it  will  be  proper  to  dispose  of  one  or  two  other 
points,  upon  which  a  great  detail  of  testimony  has  been  given, 
not  always  of  the  most  harmonious  character,  and  which  has 
also  been  very  closely  examined  and  criticized  upon  the  argu- 
ment. 

In  respect  to  the  engine  and  appurtenances,  the  agreement 
stipulates  various  particulars,  which  the  dsdmants  insist  the 
libellants  have  failed  to  perform.  The  libel  avers  a  full  per- 
formance, except  as  to  time.  The  deficiencies  specified  relate 
to  the  securing  the  engine,  furnishing  the  necessary  tools,  im- 
plements  and  bells,  and  securing  the  water-wheels  by  suffi- 
cient iron  rims  or  braces  around  their  circumferences.  It  is 
also  insisted  for  the  claimants,  that  various  particulars,  charged 
by  the  libellants  in  their  account  as  extra  tv^ork  and  materials, 
£ei11  within  the  meaning  of  the  contract,  and  are  compensated 
for  in  the  consideration  agreed  upon  for  the  entire  work. 
Most  of  these  particulars  are  proper  subjects  for  examination 
by  experts,  and  under  circumstances  giving  an  opportunity 
for  a  more  thorough  understanding  of  the  facts  applicable  to 
the  subjects  than  can  be  possessed  by  the  Court  itself.  They 
will  accordingly  be  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  assess- 
ors in  the  reference  that  will  ultimately  be  directed  in  the 
cause. 

The  evidence  in  respect  to  one  of  these  incidental  topics  is, 
•however,  so  fully  before  the  Court,  that  it  will  be  disposed  of 
without  compelling  the  parties  to  go  before  referees  with  fur- 
ther testimony  on  that  subject.  I  refer  to  the  claim  of  the 
libellants  for  extra  allowance  for  fastening  the  gallows-frame. 
Tins  is,  no  doubt,  an  appurtenance  most  essential  to  the  well- 
working  and  security  of  the  engine,  and  in  that  sense  might. 


22  CASES  IN  ADMIRALTY. 

The  Isaac  Newton. 

perhaps,  fall  within  the  scope  of  the  agreement  But  the  pre- 
ponderance of  evidence  is  clear,  that  the  known  usage  of 
steam-engine  builders  and  boat  builders,  is  to  regard  the 
frame  as  a  portion  of  the  boat  itself,  to  be  fastened  when  put 
up  by  the  builder ;  tand  if  the  owner  desires  to  have  the  skill 
and  experience  of  the  engineer  employed,  in  fastening  it  more 
completely,  when  fitting  in  the  engine,  be  must  secure  that 
service  by  stipulations  in  the  contract.  If  this  usage  is  not 
sufficient  of  itself  to  control  the  construction  of  the  present 
agreement,  the  declaration  and  stand  taken  by  the  libellants 
before  the  work  was  put  in  the  boat,  evince  that  it  was  well 
understood  between  the  parties  that  the  libellants  would  not 
perform  that  work  as  part  of  their  contract,  and  by  requesting 
them  to  do  it  after  that  explicit  notification,  the  claimants 
must  be  held  to  have  acquiesced  in  that  interpretation. 

This  brings  us  w  the  great  point  of  controversy  between 
the  parties,  viz. :  whether  the  boilers  put  in  the  boat  are  of 
the  capacity  and  construction  demanded  by  the  contract  ? 

The  objection  mSde  to  them  by  the  claimants  is  that  they 
are  not  of  the  most  approved  construction .  for  generating 
steam  with  economy  of  fuel,  and  that  they  were  not  so  built 
as  to  supply  to  the  cylinder  the  quantity  of  steam  stipulated 
by  the  contract.  The  libellants  deny  that  the  claimants  have 
put  the  true  construction  upon  the  agreement,  and  insist  it 
has  been  fulfilled  according  to  its  import  and  intent,  and  that 
as  to  the  quantity  of  steam  to  be  supplied,  the  contract  only 
entitles  the  claimants  to  the  amount  named,  when  the  cut-off 
is  so  arranged  upon  the  engine  that  the  boilers  will  supply  it 
with  the  piston  raised  or  depressed  at  a  reasonable  working 
distance  from  the  heads  of  the  cylinder ;  the  after  action  of  the 
piston  to  be  effected  by  the  expansion  of  the  steam  so  intro- 
duced. 

The  piston  has  a  stroke  of  twelve  feet.  It  is  very  clearly 
proved  that  if  the  cut-ofi*  is  arranged  at  six  feet,  or  five  feet, 
these  boilers  cannot  be  made  to  supply  the  engine  with  steam 
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beyond  a  pressure  of  about  fifteen  pounds  to  the  square  inch, 
when  in  full  action  with  the  throttle-valve  wide  open.  Expe- 
rienced engineers,  on  the  other  hand,  state,  and  this  agrees 
with  the  theories  of  books  of  science,  that  if  the  cut-off  is  pro- 
tracted so  as  to  diminish  sufficiently  the  aperttire  between  the 
piston  and  the  heads  of  the  cylinder,  the  amount  of  steam 
generated  by  boilers^  of  the  capacity  of  these,  would  furnish 
forty  pounds  pressure  to  the  square  inch  upon  the  piston, 
being  the  head  or  force  claimed  by  the  claimants.  The  meas- 
ure of  the  stroke  of  the  piston  at  which  the  valve  should  close 
so  as  to  preserve  the  head  of  steam  required  and  the  full 
action  of  the  engine,  is  not  proved.  This  theory  rests  upon 
a  reason  obvious  enough,  even  to  those  'unskilled  in  the  art. 
An  instantaneous  jet,  with  the  throttle-valve  to  this  engine 
opened  wide,  would  furnish  steam  enou|yi  to  fill  a  narrow 
vacuum,  and  yet  diminish  the  force  st^Ru^ting  within  the 
boiler  so  little  as  to  leave  the  gauge  standing  at  nearly  its 
highest  point.  In  proportion  as  the  quantity  is  abstracted 
from  the  boiler  will  be  the  rate  of  pressure  there,  unless  the 
apparatus  for  generating  steam  is  such  as  to  renew  the  sup- 
ply with  extreme  rapidity.  It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  a 
steady  use  of  steam  from  the  boiler,  through  a  discharge-valVe 
of  the  capacity  of  this  throttle,  would  require,  in  order  to 
maintain  a  pressure  of  forty  pounds  to  the  inch,  an  average 
pressure  at  command  greatly  exceeding  that  amount,  or  that 
steam  should  be  evolved  by  the  boilers  as  rapidly  as  it  is  used 
by  the  engine.    . 

There  is  evidence  furnished  by  the  libellants  from  engineers 
of  learning,  and  from  scientific  treatises  on  the  use  of  steam, 
conducing  to  prove  that  the  modern  and  improved  method  of 
working  steam-engines  is,  to  fill  the  cylinder  partially  with 
steam  from  the  boilers,  depending  then  on  its  expansive 
action,  as  thus  the  force  it  continues  to  exert  in  expansion 
is  so  much  saved  in  the  consumption  of  steam.  And  various 
experiments  with  engines,  particularly  stationary  ones,  have 
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been  referred  to  as  demonstrating  that  in  this  mode  of  em- 
ploying steam  there  is  not  only  economy  of  fuel  secnred,  but 
an  actual  increase  of  power.  The  argument  deduced  from 
this  evidence  is,  that  the  libellants  were  bound  to  construct 
boilers  only  with  a  view  to  their  use  in  this  manner,  and  not 
to  have  them  capable  of  filling  one  half  or  more  of  the  engine 
with  steam,  at  the  pressure  indicated  by  the  contract  This 
point,  however,  must  be  determined  by  the  meaning  of  the 
contract.  Should  it  fail  to  supply  the  means  of  a  clear  and 
satisfactory  interpretation  within  itself,  then,  undoubtedly} 
extraneous  considerations  may  be  brought  to  bear  to  point 
out  and  determine  the  true  intention  of  the  parties. 

The  claimants,  as  appears  by  the  contract,  came  in  as  sub- 
stitutes of  parties  who  had  a  previous  agreement  with  the 
libellants  to  build^i  engine  for  this  very  boat,  then  in  course 
of  construction  at^ViUiam  H.  Brotvn's  ship-yard.  The  cylin* 
der,  by  the  first  agreement,  was  to  be  seventy-two  inches  in 
diameter,  and  the  piston  to  have  eleven  feet  stroke,  and  the 
compensation  to  be  paid  the  libellants  was  037.500.  That 
agreement  was  abrogated  by  the  present  one,  and  an  engine 
of  greater  force,  at  sua  increased  rate  of  compensation,  was 
stipulated  to  be  built  The  cylinder  was  to  be  '<  eighty  inches 
diameter  of  bore  and  twelve  feet  stroke  of  piston,  of  the  best 
materials  and  workmanship,  and  of  sufficient  and  suitable 
size  and  strength  in  all  its  parts,  and  to  include  all  modem 
improvements ;  the  engine  to  be  secured  in  the  boat  in  the 
best  and  strongest  manner,  and  in  all  respects  as  an  engine 
of  such  unusual  power  and  capacity  requires,  for  its  firmness, 
security,  and  permanency." 

It  is  to  be  remarked  upon  these  stipulations  that  the  claim* 
ants  do  not  exact  an  agreement  to  fit  up  the  engine  so  as  to 
enable  them  to  work  it  conformably  to  "att  modem  improve' 
merUSy^  but  so  to  build  it  as  ^^to  include  all  modem  improve^ 
ments,^^  This  phraseology,  in  its  connection  as  well  as 
natural  import,  evidently  looks  to  such  construction  of  the 
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cyKnder  with  the  apparatus  as  should  be  necessary  to  its 
operation,  and  not  to  the  manner  by  which  it  was  to  be 
operated.  The  engine  to  be  built  was  one  of  power  and 
capacity  untried  by  any  river  boat.  The  plain  purpose  of 
Ihe  agreement,  signified  in  this  language,  was  to  have  this 
engine  of  such  strength  in  itself  and  it  parts,  and  so  stably 
and  firmly  secured,  that  this  immense  new  power  which  its 
capacity  would  furnish,  could  be  safely  used  in  running  the 
boat.  The  agreement  in  itself  shows  that  the  parties  had  in 
view  the  engines  of  the  fastest  boats  then  running  on  the 
North  Biver,  and  that  the  dimensions  of  this  cylinder  and  the 
other  branches  of  the  engine  were  projected  with  intent  to 
acquire  on  this  occasion  a  power  to  be  puf  in  use,  surpassing 
theirs  in  proportion  to  the  difference  of  cylinders. 

The  libellanta  contend  that  the  agreement  required  of  them 
no  more  than  to  secure  to  the  claimants  a  command  of  steam 
which  would  enable  the  engine  to  be  worked  at  the  high 
power  indicated,  "accordtTig'  to  modem  improvements;^^  that 
is,  by  injecting  the  force  or  head  of  steam  indicated,  and  then^ 
having  the  cut-off  so  arranged  as  to  work  the  engine  by  th« 
expansive  force  of  the  steam ;  or  at  most,  that  the  engine  of 
the  Isaac  Newton  was  to  be  supplied  with  steam,  not  to  the 
same  actual  amount  as  that  used  by  the  fastest  river  boats, 
but  only  proportionately  to  the  relative  sizes  of  the  engines ; 
and  thus  a  computation  is  made  by  some  of  the  witnesses 
tending  to  show  that,  upon  the  principles  of  that  proportion, 
twenty-five  inches  of  steam  in  the  cylinder  of  the  Isaac  New- 
ton, with  a  cut-off  at  six  and  a  half  feet,  is  equivalent  to 
thirty-seven  inches  in  the  cylinder  of  the  Hendrick  Hudson, 
as  that  boat  is  usually  run  with  her  cut-off  at  five  and  a  half 
feet 

The  language  of  the  contract  is  this :  "  The  boilers  to  be  of 
the  best  Pennsylvania  wrought  iron,  and  of  the  most  approved 
construction  for  generating  steam  with  economy  of  fuel,  and 
of  a  size  to  supply  the  cylinder  with  steam  at  as  many  pounds 
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pressure  to  the  square  inch  on  the  piston,  when  working  with 
the  throttle  wide  open,  as  are  used  by  the  fastest  steamboats 
on  the  Hudson  River  when  going  at  their  highest  rate  of 
speed." 

If  any  implication  of  a  proportion  to  be  maintained  be- 
tween the  engine  of  the  Isaac  Newton  and  the  Hudson  Biver 
boats  is  contained  in  this  stipulation,  it  clearly  is,  that  the 
proportion  between  the  cylinder  and  boilers  of  the  Isaae 
Newton  shall  be  correspondent  to  that  in  the  fastest  boats, 
between  the  same  parts  of  their  engines.  That  proportion  is 
not  measured  by  dimensions^  but  by  the  result  of  the  cooper- 
ation of  the  respective  parts, — ^the  amount  of  pressure  upon 
the  square  inch  whilst  the  boat  is  at  her  highest  speed,  and 
using  a  full  head  of  steam  up  to  half  the  capacity  of  the 
cylinder.  This,  it  seems  to  me,  furnishes  a  plain  key  to  what 
the  parties  contemplated  in  this  agreement. 

The  notion  evidently  was,  that  important  advantages  would 
be  secured  by  having  this  cylinder  augmented  to  an  extra- 
ordinary power  and  worked  at  its  highest  capacity.  The 
parties  have  fixed  with  precision  its  length  and  diameter, — 
eighty  inches  diameter  in  the  bore,  and  twelve  feet  stroke  of 
the  piston, — and  they  engage  boilers  to  be  furnished  of  a  si^e 
to  supply  the  cylinder  with  as  many  pounds  pressure  on  the 
square  inch  on  the  piston,  when  working  with  the  throttie 
wide  open,  as  are  used  by  the  fastest  steamboats  on  the  Hud- 
son Biver,  &c.,  &c.  It  is  to  be  assumed  that  the  parties  well 
understood  between  themselves  what  the  facts  were  in  respect 
to  the  steamboats  to  which  reference  was  made,  and  that 
such  reference  communicated  to  them  a  clear  and  precise 
idea  of  the  extent  of  the  engagement.  This  presumption  is 
made  indubitably  certain  by  the  proofs.  The  libellants  were 
manufacturers  of  engines  for  boats  of  that  description,  and 
the  claimants  owned  boats  falling  within  the  class.  The  pur- 
port of  the  agreement  would  thus  seem  scarcely  to  admit  of 
doubt.    It  denotes  distinctiy  the  intention  to  give  the  Isaac 
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Newton  the  same  measure  of  power  upon  her  engine  which 
these  boats  have  on  theirs  at  their  full  and  greatest  speed. 
The  evidence  shows  that  power  to  be  full  forty  pounds  pres- 
sure to  the  square  inch,  and  in  some  instances  exceeding  fifty 
pounds.  The  boats  chiefly  referred  as  falling,  without  dis- 
pute, within  the  class  of  fastest  steamboats  then  running  on 
the  Hudson  River,  are  the  South  America,  the  Hendrick 
HodsoB,  the  Mountaineer,  (in  all  which  the  claimants  were 
part  or  full  owners,)  the  Niagara,  the  Thomas  Powell  and  the 
Oregon ;  and  perhaps  the  St  Nicholas,  the  North  America, 
&&9  should  be  ranked  amongst  them  also.  With  some  variety 
of  statements,  the  witnesses  generally  agree  that  the  South 
America  used  from  thirty-three  to  forty-five  pounds  steam ; 
the  Hendrick  Hudson,  thirty-eight  to  forty-five  pounds ;  the 
Thomas  Powell,  from  forty-five  to  fifty  pounds ;  the  Oregon, 
from  thirty-eight  to  forty;  the  Niagara,  St  Nicholas,  and 
North  America,  were  also  shown  to  carry  about  forty  pounds 
of  steam,  all  when  running  with  their  throtile-valves  wide 
open. 

The  boats  referred  to  nsually  had  their  cut-off  half  the 
length  of  the  piston.  The  Thomas  Powell  used  hers,  at  times, 
at  eight  feet,  carrying  fifty  pounds  steam.  The  stroke  of  the 
piston  was  eleven  feet,  and  the  diameter  of  the  cylinder  forty- 
eight  inches.  The  Hendrick  Hudson  had  also  an  eleven  feet 
stroke,  and  her  cut-off  was  arranged  at  about  half  way. 

Both  upon  the  language  of  the  contract  and  in  view  of  the 
concomitant  facts  embraced  within  the  reference  made  to  the 
other  boats  upon  the  river,  it  was,  in  my  opinion,  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  that  the  boilers  should  be  so  constructed  as 
to  furnish  the  engine  with  at  least  forty  pounds  pressure  of 
steam  to  the  square  inch  on  the  piston,  (or  boilers,)  with  the 
throttle-valves  wide  open,  using  such  length  of  cutoff  to  the 
piston  as  was  customary  with  those  other  boats. 

But  the  testimony  is  dear  that  no  such  amount  of  steam 
could  be  obtained  from  these  boilers.    In  truth  it  was  with 
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great  difficulty  that  that  head  of  steam  could  be  raised  when 
the  engine  was  at  rest,  and  when  in  motion,  it  could  not  be 
maintained  above  twenty-five  inches  of  pressure,  with  the 
throttle-valve  only  about  one  quarter  open.  When  open  to 
its  full  width,  the  steam,  with  all  the  power  of  the  blowers 
attached  to  the  engine,  could  not  be  kept  above  fifteen  to 
eighteen  pounds  of  pressure. 

It  is  urged  for  the  libellants  that  blowers  of  an  improved 
character  would  have  been  furnished,  but  the  agent  of  the 
claimants  preferred  those  which  were  put  in ;  when,  with  the 
use  of  such  other  blowers,  the  head  of  steam  required  could 
have  been  readily  generated  in  those  boilers.  I  do  not  feel 
competent  to  decide,  to  my  own  satisfaction,  to  what  cause 
the  deficiency  of  the  boilers  is  to  be  abscribed.  Various  de- 
fects in  their  construction  have  been  supposed,  particularly  in 
the  back  connections  ;  so,  also,  as  to  the  thickness  of  the  iron, 
the  steam  chimney  and  jacket;  and  it  may  well  be  that  the 
blowers  contributed  in  some  measure  to  the  general  inade- 
quacy of  the  boilers  to  accomplish  what  they  were  expected 
to  do.  I  do  not  undertake  to  determine,  upon  the  knowledge 
of  the  facts  communicated  by  the  testimony,  whether  it  is 
.necessary  to  enlarge  the  circumference  or  length  of  the  boil- 
ers, or  to  change  their  interior  construction.  There  may  be 
other  mechanical  means  adequate,  through  other  alterations 
of  the  engine  and  apparatus,  to  secure  the  result  called  for  by 
the  contract.  It  is  plain  to  my  mind,  however,  that  the  claim- 
ants have  not  obtained  the  head  and  power  of  steam  con- 
tracted for,  and  that  they  have  sustained  injury  by  the  failure ; 
and  the  decree  in  the  cause  will  adopt  proper  measures  to 
■  enable  the  Court  to  appreciate  more  satisfactorily  the  extent 
of  that  damage,  and  probably  the  causes  or  deficiencies 
occasioning  it,  and  the  manner  by  which  it  may  be  reme- 
died. 

The  water-wheels  are  appurtenances  to  the  engine,  and 
were,  as  part  thereof,  to  be  built  and  secured  in  the  best  man- 


JULY,  1847.  29 


The  Isaac  Newton. 


ner.  On  trial  fhey  were  found  insufficient  to  support  the 
power  of  the  engine,  and  the  clear  weight  of  the  evidence  is, 
that  the  inadequacy  arose  from  the  want  of  iron  rims  upon 
the  circumferenoes  to  support  and  strengthen  the  arms  in  their 
action.  This  is,  it  appears,  an  improvement  of  common  use, 
and  the  claimants  were  entitled  to  have  it  applied  to  these 
wheels. 

The  contract  was  not  completed  within  the  time  stipulated. 
The  libellants  engaged  to  deliver  the  work  complete  on  the 
15th  of  May,  and  did  not  offer  a  delivery  of  it  tiU  the  8th  of 
October  thereafter. 

Had  the  claimants  refused  to  accept  the  wc^rk  at  that  time, 
and  this  action  been  brought  upon  the  refusal,  and  to  enforce 
the  contract  against  them,  there  would  be  ground  for  the 
daim  that  all  reasonable  damages  incurred  by  such  delay, 
should  be  secured  to  the  claimants,  before  they  could  be  com- 
pelled to  fulfil  the  stipulations  on  their  part  It  might  not 
stand  on  the  footing  of  a  contract  rescinded  as  to  the  claim- 
ants, by  occasion  of  non-performance  on  the  part  of  the  libel- 
lants, as,  under  the  characteristics  of  this  contract,  the  perfect 
performance  by  the  latter  of  their  engagement  was  not  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  obligation  of  the  former.  The  agree- 
ments, to  a  certain  extent,  were  concurrent  and  independent, 
so  that  a  very  large  proportion  of  the  consideration-money, 
payable  by  the  claimants,  was  to  have  been  received  by  the 
libellants  anterior  to  the  period  fixed  for  the  frdl  performance 
of  the  terms  of  the  contract 

Besides,  the  work  of  the  libellants  was  to  be  put  upon  a 
boat  owned  by  the  claimants ;  and  the  remedy  of  the  latter 
would  not  be  by  an  abrogation  of  the  contract,  for  that  would 
leave  neither  themselves  nor  the  other  party  in  the  same  posi- 
tion as  if  an  entire  failure  to  perform  had  occurred.  The 
claimants  could  not  repossess  themselves  of  the  body  of  the 
boat,  wMhout  compensating  the  libellants  for  the  work 
bestowed  upon  her :  nor  could  the  latter  retain  her,  without 
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allowing  the  «formeT  all  damages  because  of  the  insufficient 
performance  of  the  agreement.  When,  therefore,  the  boat 
was  received  by  the  claimants,  such  acceptance,  in  the  man- 
ner in  which  it  was  made,  did  not  admit  a  performance  of  the 
contract  by  the  libellants,  nor  in  any  way  release  or  relieve 
them  from  their  responsibility  for  an  imperfect  performance. 
Still,  the  claimants,  by  continuing  their  superintendence  of 
the  work  as  it  progressed^  and  by  paying  instalments  after  the 
15th  of  May,  must  be  regarded  as  having  so  far  acquiesced  in 
the  delay  of  performance  as  not  to  be  now  able  to  put  for- 
ward that  delay  as  a  substantive  ground  of  damages.  They 
are  justly  entitled  to  remuneration  for  any  expenses  or  dis- 
bursements incurred  in  consequence  of  the  prolongation  of 
the  work  by  the  libellants,  and  their  claim  to  damages  on  this 
head  must  be  limited  to  these  particulars. 

In  so  far  as  the  execution  of  the  Contract  is  short  of  the 
agreement,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  giving  the  claimants  a 
proper  indemnity,  by  subtraction  from  the  balance  yet  un- 
paid, or  by  way  of  recoupment,  upon  the  amount  otherwise 
recoverable  by  the  libellants.  Barber  v.  Rose,  5  Hilly  76,  and 
cases  there  cited.  Although  the  engine,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  had  not  been  tested  and  proved  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  contract,  and  had  not  been  then  com- 
pleted and  put  into  successful  operation  by  the  libellants  to 
the  satisfaction  of  Isaac  Newton,  as  stipulated  in  the  contract, 
but  various  and  important  particulars  still  remained  to  be 
done ;  and  although  the  claimants  had  not  accepted  the  en- 
gine and  appurtenances  as  a  true  performance  of  the  contract 
on  the  part  of  the  libellants,  yet  the  claimants  having  taken 
the  boat  with  her  engine  and  appurtenances,  into  their  em- 
ployment, and  having  since  retained  it  and  kept  it  running 
upon  the  North  River,  they  must  be  held  to  have  thereby 
admitted  their  liability  to  pay  the  libellants  whatever  was 
due  them  (after  reasonable  allowances  for  defectiv#  perform- 
ance of  the  contract,)  for  the  machinery  put  into  the  boat. 
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In  that  point  of  view  the  action  is  not  prematurely  brought. 
K  the  claimants  intended  to  put  themselves  upon  their  strict 
lights  in  this  respect,  it  would  have  been  necessary  for  them 
to  have  declined  receiving  the  delivery  of  the  engine  until  it 
had  been  tested  and  proved  by  the  libellants,  according  to  the 
agreement.    Perkins  v.  Hart,  11  TFheat.  237. 

After  taking  it  into  their  own  possession  as  their  property, 
and  continuing  to  hold  and  use  it  as  such,  they  cannot  con- 
trovert the  right  of  the  libellants  to  be  paid  the  value  of  the 
work.  Idnningdale  v.  Livingston,  10  Johns.  36.  The  prin- 
ciple ^  this  decision,  as  subsequently  expounded  by  the 
Court,  supposes  a  performance  of  the  contract  with  variations 
from  the  agreement,  probably  with  the  assent  of  both  parties, 
or  an  extension  of  the  time  within  which  the  agreement  was 
to  be  performed,  with  the  like  assent.  Jackson  v.  Rosevelt, 
13  Johns.  97. 

In  the  delivery  and  completion  of  the  boat  and  machinery, 
both  parties  manifestly  acted  under  the  idea  that  the  contract 
was  to  regulate  their  respective  rights ;  the  libellants  placing 
themselves  upon  the  assertion  of  a  complete  performance  in 
every  thing,  except  as  to  time,  and  the  claimants  invoking  the 
agreement  as  ground  for  the  remuneration  they  demand  be- 
cause of  a  defective  performance. 

In  this  Court  it  matters  not  whether  the  remedy  be  on  the 
agreement,  or  the  agreement  be  revoked,  and  the  remedy%ests 
on  a  quaniam  meruit  or  qua/ntum  valebat.  The  form  of  pro- 
ceeding and  p]^ding|is  substantially  the  same,  and  accord- 
ingly the  distinction  adverted  to  or  marked  with  strict  empha- 
sis in  cases  at  common  law,  touching  the  form  of  action  upon 
rights  so  circumstanced,  has  no  application  or  authority  in 
maritime  cases  prosecuted  in  Admiralty.  Jackson  v.  Rose- 
velt, 13  Johns.  97 ;  Barber  v.  Rose,  6  Hill^  76.  The  libellants 
may  accordingly  retain  and  pursue  their  action  as  instituted, 
and  the  claimants  will  be  allowed,  against  any  balance  estab- 
Ushed  against  the  boat,  a  just  recompense  for  imperfect  per- 
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formance,  and  damages  and  expenseB,  to  which  they  have 
been  subjected  in  consequence  of  the  prolongation  of  the 
work. 

The  question  of  interest  and  costs  will  be  reserved  until  the 
final  hearing  upon  the  report  of  auditors  or  assessors,  to  be 
provided  for  by  the  decree. 

The  following  decree  to  be  entered  wiU  point  out  specifi- 
cally the  method  by  which  ilie  objects  which  have  been  speci- 
fied are  to  be  obtained. 

In  view  of  the  pleadings  and  proofs  in  this  cause,  it  is  con- 
sidered by  the  Court: —  .^ 

That  the  defence  set  up  on  the  part  of  the  claimants  that 
the  contract  in  the  pleadings  set  forth  was  not  performed  and 
fulfilled  by  the  libellants  within  the  time  therein  stipulated,  is 
no  bar  io  a  right  of  action  thereupon. 

That  the  claimants  being  owners  of  the  said  steamboat 
Isaac  Newton,  their  demand  erf  her  delivery  from  the  libel- 
lants, and  their  acceptance  of  her  when  delivered,  was  no 
acceptance  of  the  engine  and  boilers  put  in  the  boat  by  the 
libellants,  as  being  constructed  and  completed  pursuant  to  the 
contract  aforesaid  ;  and  the  claimants  are  no  way  thereby  pre- 
cluded firom  the  defence,  that  the  contract  has  not  been  per- 
formed by  the  libellants  according  to  its  true  intent  and 
meaning,  or  firom  claiming  a  just  recompense  in  case  a  non- 
performance or  imperfect  performance  thereof  is  proved. 

And  in  view  of  the  allegations  of  the  libel,  and  the  proofs 
of  the  parties,  and  the  import  and  effeit  of  ti^  said  contract 
between  them,  it  is  found  by  the  Court : — 

1.  That  the  engine,  with  its  appurtenances,  fastenings,  and 
materials,  (except  the  boilers  and  bracings  of  the  water-wheels 
to  be  specially  noticed  in  this  decree,)  was  made  and  com- 
pleted by.  the  libellants  in  every  particular,  equal  to  what  was 
stipulated  and  required  in  that  respect  by  the  said  contract 

2.  That  the  boilers  built  and  furnished  the  said  boat  by  the 
'libellants  were  not  of  the  most  approved  construction  for  gen- 
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erating  ateam  with  economy  of  fuel,  according  to  the  engage- 
ments of  the  contract ;  but  on  the  contrary,  did  not  include 
all  the  modem  and  well-known  improvements  in  that  behalf, 
and  were  bo  constructed  as  to  require  and  consume  an  amount 
of  fnel  much  greater  than  is  used  in  boilers  of  approved  con- 
struction, with  such  modem  improvements,  to  generate  an 
equal  amount  or  proportion  of  steam. 

3.  That  the  said  boilers  were  not  so  constructed  and  built 
as  to  supply  the  cylinder  with  as  many  pounds  pressure  of 
steam  to  the  square  inch  on  the  piston,  when  working  with 
the  throttle  wide  open,  as  are  used  py  the  fastest  steamboats 
on  the  Hudson  Biver  when  going  at  their  full  and  greatest 
speed,  according  to  the  engagement  of  the  said  contract ;  but 
on  the  contrary,  whilst  the  boats  so  referred  to,  when  so  ran- 
ning,  use  forty  pounds  and  upwards  of  steam  to  such  square 
inch,  the  engine  of  the  Isaac  Newton  is  supplied  by  these 
boilers,  when  the  throttle  is  wide  open,  with  not  more  than  a 
pressure  of  fifteen  pounds  of  steam  to  the  square  inch  on  the 
piston. 

4.  That  the  engine  and  boilers  of  said  boat  were  not  tried 
and  proved  by  the  libellants  or  others  previous  to  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  or  afterwards,  with  as  much  pres- 
sure of  steam  on  each  square  inch  of  the  piston  as  is  usual  or 
customary  on  boats  on  the  Hudson  River,  when  going  at 
their  greatest,  fullest,  and  highest  speed,  according  to'  the 
agreement  aforesaid  ;  but  on  the  contrary,  whilst  the  boats  so 
referred  to  and  so  going,  had  and  used  for  their  usual  and 
customary  pressure  of  steam,  forty  pounds  and  upwards  to 
the  square  inch  on  their  pistons,  the  engine  and  boilers  to  this 
boat  were  not  and  could  not  be  so  tried  and  proved  with  a 
pressure  of  steam  as  aforesaid,  exceeding  twenty-seven,  or 
thirty  pounds  at  the  utmost,  to  the  square  inch  on  the  piston. 

5.  That  the  engine  in  the  said  agreement  of  the  libellants 
engaged  to  be  built,  had  not,  at  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  been  completed  and  put  into  successful  operation  and 
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motion,  under  the  superintendence  and  to  the  satisfaction  of 
Isaac  Newton,  as  stipulated  in  said  agreement ;  but  on  the 
contrary,  tiie  water-wheels  built  and  furnished  by  the  libel- 
lants  as  a  material  part  thereof,  had  not  been  and  were  not 
secured  and  supported  at  the  rims  or  external  parts  thereof,  in 
such  manner  as  is  necessary  for  their  firmness,  security,  and 
permanency,  when  worked  under  the  great  power  contracted 
to  be  given  to  the  engine  of  this  boat ;  and  said  wheels  have 
proved  inadequate  and  insufficient  in  strength  for  the  suc- 
oessful  operation  and  running  of  said  boat. 

6.  It  is  further  found  by  the  Court,  that  the  claimants  had 
not,  by  themselves  or  agents,  at  the  time  this  suit  was  com- 
menced, accepted  and  received  the  said  engine  and  boilers, 
with  their  appurtenances,  or  any  part  thereof,  from  the  libel- 
lants,  as  a  true  performance  and  fulfilment  on  the  part  of  the 
libellants  of  the  contract  aforesaid ;  nor  had  the  said  engine 
and  boilers  been  constructed,  put  up,  and  completed  under 
the  directions  and  with  the  assent  and  approval  of  tiie  claim- 
ants, as  to  the  particulars  in  this  decree  before  specified,  in 
such  manner  as  to  discharge  or  relieve  the  libellants  from  a 
tame  performance  of  the  said  contract,  according  to  the  terms 
and  obligations  thereof! 

7«  It  is  accordingly  considered  by  the  Court,  that  the  claim- 
ants are  entitled  to  compensation  in  this  suit,  by  way  of 
abatement  or  subtraction  from  any  balance  remsdning  due 
the  libellants  upon  the  said  contract,  because  of  the  defective 
and  insufficient  performance  thereof  by  the  libellants. 

8.  It  is  further  found  by  the  Court,  that  by  superintending 
the  said  work  during  its  whole  progress,  and  urging  its  com- 
pletion, up  to  the  time  of  its  delivery,  and  long  after  the 
period  fixed  in  the  contract  for  such  completion,  and  by  then 
permitting  the  same  to  be  delivered  by  the  libellants  as  under 
and  in  fulfilment  of  the  contract,  without  notice  to  them  after 
the  time  for  performance  had  arrived  that  damages  would  be 
daimed  because  of  the  delay,  and  without  notice  or  inti- 
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matioa  when  the  work  was  delivered  that  it  would  not  be 
accepted  under  the  contract  for  that  cause,  the  claimants 
have  waived  the  right  to  set  up  the  non-execution  of  the  con- 
tract by  the  libellants  within  the  time  therein  stipulated,  as 
an  absolute  failure  to  perform  the  same,  or  as  thereby  being 
ezcmerai;ed  or  discharged  from  their  obligation  to  make  the 
pojrments  in  said  contract  engaged  to  be  made  on  their  part 
But  it  18  considered  by  the  Court,  that  the  claimants  are  enti- 
tled to  be  reimbursed  and  satisfied  for  all  charges,  expenses, 
and  disbursements  actually  and  necessarily  incurred  by  them 
during  the  period  of  such  delay,  and  in  consequence  thereof ; 
not,  however,  including  therein  ^ny  estimated  value  of  said 
boat  for  that  period,  if  finished,  nor  any  supposed  profits  to 
be  derived  firom  her  employment  or  hiring  therefor. 

9.  It  is  further  found  by  the  Court,  that  the  libtllants  were 
not  bound  by  the  said  contract  to  fasten  the  gallows-firame  of 
said  boat  with  iron  work,  nor  to  supply  and  put  up  the  upper 
pipes,  substituted,  at  request  of  the  claimants,  for  the  one  first 
prepared  to  lead  the  steam  from  the  boilers  to  the  steam^ 
chest,  nor  to  put  up  and  fasten  the  suspension-frame  for  the 
blower  engines ;  and  are  entitled  to  a  reasonable  compensa- 
tion therefor,  over  and  above  the  payments  stipulated  in  said 
contracte. 

10*  It  is  further  found  by  the  Court,  that  the  libellants  are 
not  entitled  to  extra  compensation  for  any  work,  arrange- 
ments, or  conveniences,  applied  to  the  boilers  themselves,  it 
appearing  to  the  Court  that  none  have  been  supplied  beyond 
tiie  modern  improvements  used  in  approved  boilers  on  the 
Hudson  River  at  the  time  said  contract  was  made.  But  as 
to  the  other  particulars  claimed  in  the  bill  of  the  libellants 
attached  to  their  libel  as  extra  and  not  embraced  in  the  said 
contract,  their  allowance  or  disallowance  will  be  deferred  to 
the  coming  in  of  the  report  on  the  reference  ordered  in  the 
cause. 

Wherefore  it  is  ordered  and  decreed  by  the  Court,  that  the 


•  • 
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libeUants  recover  in  this  action  tiie  arrears  and  balance  of 
moneys  dne  them,  upon  the  aforesaid  contract  for  building 
the  said  engine,  boilers  and  appurtenances  thereto,  and  secur- 
ing the  same  in  the  said  steamboat  Isaac  Newton ;  and  also 
compensation  for  the  particulars  above  specified,  extra  and 
beyond  the  amount  stipulated  to  be  paid  by  said  contract ; 
and  to  be  ascertained  and  adjusted  as  hereinafter  directed ; 
subject,  however,  to  an  allowance  and  credit  to  the  claimants, 
to  be  ascertained  as  hereinafter  directed,  because  of  the  de» 
fective  and  imperfect  performance  of  the  said  contract  in  the 
particulars  before  specified,  and  because  of  their  expenses 
and  disbursements  in  con^quence  of  the  delay  of  the  libel- 
lants  to  perform  their  contract  within  the  time  therein  stipu- 
lated. 

It  is  accordingly  ordered  and  decreed  by  the  Court,  that  it 
be  referred  to  assessors  or  commissioners,  to  be  designated  as 
hereinafter  directed,  to  inquire  and  ascertain  the  fair  and  rea- 
sonable value  and  worth  of  the  labor  and  materials  charged 
by  the  libellants  as  extra,  beyond  the  said  contract  in  the 
account  attached  to  their  said  libel,  and  also  to  inquire  and 
ascertain  whether  the  iron  pans  to  hold  cement,  the  sheet  iron 
flooring  laid  in  the  fire-rooms,  or  any  and  every  other  item 
of  said  account,  are  properly  and  fairly  appurtenances  to  the 
engine  or  boilers,  as  modern  improvements  to  approved  boil- 
ers and  engines,  known  and  used  on  the  Hudson  River  in 
the  year  1845 ;  and  also  to  inquire  and  ascertain  whether  the 
charges  for  tools,  bells,  and  fixtures  included  in  said  account, 
embrace  any,  and  what,  which  are  necessary  tools,  fixtures, 
and  bells  for  this  engine. 

And  it  is  further  ordered  and  directed,  that  the  said  asses- 
sors or  commissioners  inquire  and  ascertain  what  would  be 
the  reasonable  cost  and  expense  of  so  altering  and  improving 
the  said  boilers,  '^  as  that  they  shall  supply  the  said  engine  at 
least  forty  pounds  of  pressure  of  steam  to  the  square  inch  of 
the  piston  of  said  engine,  with  the  throttle  wide  open,  and 
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also  so  as  to  reduce  the  consumption  of  fuel  proportioned  to 
that  consumed  by  boilers  of  approved  construction,  with  the 
modem  improvements,  employed  on  the  Hudson  Biver,  ante- 
rior to  November  1, 1845 ; "  and  also  to  inquire  and  ascertain 
the  expense  or  value  of  braces  or  rims  to  the  water  wheels, 
sufficient  to  render  the  same  secure  when  the  said  engine  is 
worked  with  the  power  aforesaid  ;  and  also  to  inquire  and 
ascertain  the  amount  of  payments  and  disbursements  actually 
and  necessarily  made  by  the  claimants  between  the  15th  day 
of  May  and  the  8th  day  of  October,  1846,  for  wharfage  for 
said  steamboat,  for  insurance  on  her,  and  for  keeper's  wages 
on  board  her ;  and  report  to  the  Court  upon  the  particulars 
aforesaid,  with  all  convenient  speed. 

And  it  is  ordered,  that  each  of  the  parties  aforesaid  nomi- 
nate to  the  Court  in  writing,  within  ten  days,  three  competent 
and  disinterested  persons,  as  assessors  or  commissioners  in 
this  behalf,  from  whom  the  Court  may  designate  and  appoint 
the  assessors  or  commissioners  to  whom  the  matters  aforesaid 
are  referred.^ 


The  Columbus. 

An  objection  to  the  regularitif  of  a  commissioner's  report  cannot  be  broag^ht  for- 
ward by  exception  to  the  report ;  'bat  should  be  raised  by  motion  founded  upon 
the  irregnlarity. 

An  exception  to  a  commissioner's  report  draws  in  question  only  the  reasons  upon 
which  the  report  is  founded. 

A  cargo  of  goods,  being  in  part  damaged  and  in  part  sound,  was  sold  at  auction 
by  the  consignees,  without  separation  of  the  sound  from  the  unsound. 
Hdd^  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  master  not  of  the  amsigneea  to  make  such  sepa- 


1  The  cause  came  before  the  Court  again,  December  27,  1850,  on  excep* 
tions  to  the  report  of  fte  commissioners  appointed  by  the  above  decree. 

The  decree  upon  the  merits  was  affirmed  by  the  Circuit  Court,  October  2j 
1852. 

VOL.  I.  4 
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ration,  if  rtqnifite  to  obtain  a  IkToraUe  sale ;  and  that  the  want  of  it  did  not 
prerent  the  consignees  from  relying  npon  the  auction  price  as  showing  the  value 
of  the  goods  as  damaged. 
How  far  sales  at  auction  are  sanctioned  in  such  oases. 

This  was  a  libel  m  rem  by  Oustavus  Loenig  and  Charles 
Schneider  against  the  bark  Columbus,  to  recover  damages  for 
injuries  leceWed  by  goods  shipped  on  board  the  bark  to  the 
Ubellants  as  consignees. 

A  large  quantity  of  corks,  amounting  to  nearly  ten  thou- 
sand gross,  were  shipped  at  Bordeaux,  on  board  the  Colum- 
bus, consigned  to  the  libellants,  at  the  port  of  New  York. 
The  usual  bill  of  lading  was  signed  by  the  master.  As  is 
usual  with  such  goods,  the  corks  were  packed  by  the  oou- 
signees  in  small  packages,  called  pockets,  containing  about 
fifty  gross  of  corks  each,  and  these  pockets  were  again  packed 
in  bales,  in  a  stouter  covering.  For  convenience  of  stowage, 
the  master  of  the  vessel  cut  open  the  bales,  and,  taking  out 
the  pockets,  stowed  them  in  the  hold.  In  consequence  of  this, 
a  large  portion  of  the  corks  were  found,  upon  unlading,  to 
be  much  damaged  by  wetting,  &c.  They  were  taken  into 
the  libellants'  warehouse ;  sufid,  after  some  negotiation  with 
the  master  of  the  vessel  respecting  the  liability  of  the 
vessel  for  the  loss,  they  were  sent  by  the  libellants,  with 
the  assent  of  the  master,  to  auction,  and  sold  as  damaged. 
The  libellants  then  instituted  this  action  to  recover  for  the 
injury. 

The  cause  having  been  referred  to  a  commissioner,  to  report 
the  amount  of  libellants'  damages,  he  made  his  report,  dated 
April  5, 1847,  estimating  those  damages  at  (232. 

The  cause  now  came  before  the  Court  upon  exceptions 
taken  to  the  report  by  both  libellants  and  claimants.  The 
grounds  of  these  exceptions  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Francis  B.  Cuttings  for  libellants.  ^ 

E.  C.  Benedict  J  for  claimants. 
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Betts,  J.  The  claimants  take  two  exceptions  to  the  report 
of  the  commissioner  in  this  case,  dated  April  5,  1847,  and 
they  have  set  the  cause  down  for  hearing  upon  those  excep- 
tions. 

The  libellants  also  except  to  the  report  upon  the  ground 
that  the  commissioner  had  already  on  March  29, 1847,  made 
and  filed  his  report  in  the  cause,  a  copy  of  which  duly  certiL* 
fied  by  the  clerk,  had  been  deUvered  to  them ;  and  that  the 
subsequent  report  made  April  5,  was  unauthorized  and  void. 
They  have  set  this  exception  down  for  hearing. 

In  respect  to  the  latter  exception,  it  is  clear  that  the  regu* 
larity  or  irregularity  of  the  report  of  April  5  cannot  be  deter- 
mined in  this  manner*  An  exception  to  a  commissioner's 
report  goes  to  the  merits  of  his  decision,  and  reaches  no  fur- 
ther than  to  bring  before  the  Court  for  consideration,  the  ade- 
quacy of  the  grounds  in  law  or  fact,  upon  which  the  report  is 
founded. 

For  the  purposes  of  such  investigation,  the  report  must  be 
assumed  to  have  been  made  within  the  scope  of  the  order  of 
reference.  An  exceptive  allegation  to  a  proceeding  in  a  caus^ 
has,  in  the  civil  law,  the  character  of  a  plea,  ( WooePs  Civ.  JU 
b.  4,  c.  3 ;  2  Brovnu^s  Ciiu  Sf  Mm.  L.  361,  362 ;  BeUs's  Adm. 
Pr.  48,)  and  cannot  properly  be  employed  in  the  Admiralty 
practice  to  determine  the  regularity  of  the  acts  of  an  offic<»r 
of  the  Court,  not  incorporated  in  and  constituting  a  substan* 
tive  part  of  the  proceeding  excepted  to.  Betts^s  Adm.  IV. 
38. 

The  objection  raised  by  the  libellants,  being  exiaraneous  to 
the  merits  of  the  case,  should  have  been  brought  forward  l^ 
motion  founded  upon  the  alleged  irregularity.  Upon  such 
motion  the  facts  upon  both  sides  would  be  brought  out,  and 
the  Court  would  be  enabled  to  determine  whether  the  faet 
was  as  the  exception  charged,  or  was  unjustifiable  or  inju- 
rious. 

The  exception  taken  by  the  libellants  must  be  overruled, 
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becanee  it  does  not^  as  I  understand  it,  touch  the  matter 
reported  upon  by  the  commissioner. 

The  first  exception  taken  by  the  claimants  is  to  the  allow- 
ance of  $332  by  the  commissioner  as  the  amount  of  damages 
sustained  by  the  libellants.  It  is  urged  that  the  proofs  do  not 
warrant  an  allowance  for  the  injury  the  corks  received  on 
shipboard,  or  during  their  transportation,  exceeding  one  cent 
and  a  half  the  gross ;  at  which  rate  the  amount  would  be  less 
than  $150. 

A  witness,  experienced  in  the  trade,  gave  it  as  his  opinion 
that  the  corks  could  have  been  picked  over  by  hand,  before 
the  sale,  and  the  damaged  ones  separated  from  the  sound,  at 
an  expense  of  about  one  cent  per  gross.  If  this  course  had 
been  pursued,  the  corks  would  doubtless  have  sold  to  better 
advantage,  and  the  loss  sustained  have  been  considerably 
reduced.  It  appears,  on  the  evidence,  that  this  would  have 
been  a  tedious  and  troublesome  process,  and  I  do  not  think  it 
devolved  upon  the  libellants  to  assume  the  hazard  or  cost  of 
the  undertaking.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  master  if  of  any  one, 
to  separate  the  sound  from  the  unsound,  and  deliver  to  the 
libellants  that  portion  of  the  cargo  which  was  sound,  and 
compensate  them  for  that  which  was  deficient  or  deteriorated. 
In  default  of  his  so  doing,  the  vessel  must  make  good  the 
damages  ascertained  by  the  testimony  of  competent  wit- 
nesses, or  determined  by  an  actual  sale  of  the  merchandise. 

Sale  by  auction  is  in  the  great  marts  of  commerce  so 
commonly  resorted  to  by  merchants  to  ascertain  the  value  of 
deteriorated  merchandise,  that  it  may  almost  amount  to  an 
usage  of  trade.  It  furnishes,  cheaply  and  promptly,  all  the 
accuracy  which  can  be  expected  in  any  known  measure  of 
damages,  and  it  is  peculiarly  fitting,  in  cases  of  this  charac- 
ter,  that  the  Court  should  sanction  and  sustain  it  as  the 
method  best  adapted  to  protect  the  interests  of  all  parties 
concerned. 

The  present  case,  however,  does  not  afford  an  occasion 
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fenderixig  it  neeessary  to  pronounce  npcm  the  sufficiency  in 
law  of  the  public  sale  to  determine  the  value  of  these  goods 
after  the  injury  was  received,  because  the  witnesses  who 
appraised  the  corks  in  their  damaged  condition,  testified  that 
fh^  considered  the  prices  brought  at  the  auction  sale  to  have 
been  fully  equal  to  their  value.  That  value  would  show  not 
only  that  the  deficiency  or  damage  was  equal  to  $232,  but^ 
as  I  understand  the  evidence,  that  it  may  probably  have  ooa* 
siderably  exceeded  that  sum. 

The  first  exception  of  the  claimants  is  accordingly  over- 
mled.1 

The  second  of  the  claimants'  exceptions  relates  to  the  f<»ni 
of  the  report,  and  does  not  appear  to  have  any  practical  bear* 
lag  or  effect,  or  to  be  entitied  to  weight 

The  exceptions  upon  both  sides  are  accordingly  disallowed^ 
without  costs  to  either  party* 


Lbax  v.  Isaacson. 

A  receipt  in  fall  of  all  demands  given  hj  a  seaman  to  the  master  or  owners,  is 
open,  in  a  Conrt  of  Admiralty,  to  explanation  by  proof  that  at  the  giving  of  the 
Mceipt  there  existed  a  demand  in  faror  of  the  seaman  wfaidi  was  not  in  fact  sati^ 
fied  by  the  payment  made. 

When  so  explained,  the  receipt  does  not  bar  tiie  seaman  from  recoTering  upon  snch 
outstanding  demand. 

To  free  a  demand  (torn  the  operation  of  a  receipt  in  ftdl  of  all  demands,  in  a  Conrt 
«f  Admiralty,  it  is  necessary  that  the  etidenoe  that  there  was  a  valid  demand 
existing  when  the  receipt  was  given,  and  that  it  was  in  Hd  not  satisfied  by  the 
payment  made,  should  be  dear  and  convincing. 

Tbis  was  a  libel  in  personam,  by  George  Leak  against 


1  The  case  came  before  the  Court  again  in  January,  1848,  upon  exceptions 
to  a  further  report  of  the  commissioner,  when  the  effect  of  the  sale  by  auction, 
in  fixing  the  value  of  the  goods  in  their  damaged  state,  was  iuriher  dJactMsed* 
See  &e  report  of  the  case,  post,  in  its  order. 

4* 
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Michael  Isaacson,  owner  of  the  steamboat  Proprietor,  to  re- 
cover a  balance  of  wages  earned  ad  engineer. 

The  facts  were  substantially  as  follows  : — The  libellant 
was  hired  by  the  respondent  in  New  York  to  go  to  Charles- 
ton,  and  there  to  go  on  board  the  Proprietor  as  engineer. 
No  wages  were  agreed  upon ;  but  the  value  of  the  services 
for  the  time  for  which  the  libellant  was  attached  to  the  boat 
was  shown  to  be  $70.  The  libellant  went  to  Charleston  at 
his  own  expense, — a  service  shown  by  the  testimony  to  be 
worth  $25,  exclusive  of  travelling  expenses.-  He  also  boarded 
'for  some  days  in  Charleston.  On  the  termination  of  libel- 
lant's  service  on  the  boat,  the  crew  were  paid  off  by  Martiii, 
the  master,  the  libellant  receiving  the  sum  of  $70.  Upon 
that  occasion,  he,  in  common  with  the  rest  of  the  crew,  signed 
a  receipt  in  the  following  terms : — 

'^  This  is  to  certify,  that  the  undersigned  have  this  day  re- 
ceived, from  Mr.  Michael  Isaacson,  the  full  amount  of  our 
and  each  of  bur  claims  or  demands,  of  every  nature,  against 
the  steamboat  Proprietor  or  her  owner. 

«  Dated  New  York,  May  31, 1847." 

Prior  to  this  time,  the  libellant  had  received  at  Charleston 
the  sum  of  $19 ;  but  it  did  not  appear  whether  this  was  for 
services  or  travelling  expenses.  The  respondent  now  relied 
upon  the  receipt  as  being  conclusive  against  the  claim. 

The  libellant  offered  evidence  in  explanation  of  the  receipt 
as  foUows  : — Three  witnesses,  who  were  present  when  the 
receipt  was  signed,  testified  that  Leak  then  claimed  a  balance 
due  him,  over  and  above  the  $70  earned  upon  the  boat.  A 
fourth  witness  testified  that  the  respondent  had  told  him,  that 
he,  the  respondent,  had  agreed  to  pay  the  libellant  $25  for  his 
journey  to  Charleston,  and  that  Captain  Martin  was  to  pay 
the  rest. 

The  principal  question  was  as  to  the  conclusiveness  of  the 
receipt. 

Abmson  Nashj  for  the  libellant. 

J.  Toumsendy  for  the  respondent 
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Betts,  J.     A  receipt  in  full  may  form  an  exception  to  the 
familiar  principal  of  law  which  permits  receipts  to  be  ex- 
plained by  parol  eridence.     The  receipt  of  a  sum  in  full  of  a 
debt  is  something  more  than  simple  evidence  of  the  payment 
of  the  sum  specified.     Such  a  receipt  betokens  a  controversy 
between  the  parties  as  to  the  amount  due,  a  diiference  of 
opinion   upon   that  point,  and  a  mutual  compromise  and 
adjustment  of  a  disputed  indebtedness  at  the  precise  sum 
mentioned  in  the  instrument.     The  receipt  in  full  may  well 
be  regarded  as  embodying  a  compromise ;  and  although  fraud 
or  serious  mistake  will  sometimes  authorize  it  to  be  disre- 
garded, yet,  under  the  municipal  law  as  it  prevails  throughout 
all  our  States,  such  an  instrument  can  only  be  avoided  by 
clear  evidence  of  a  deceit,  or  gross  mistake  as  to  the  rights 
concluded  by  it.     The  fact  that  the  sum  received  is  inade- 
quate compensation  for  the  claim,  does  not  constitute  a  case 
which  authorizes  the  disregard  or  opening  of  a  formal  and 
final  receipt  in  writing ;  it  is  necessary,  further,  that  the  party 
should  show  that  he  acted  under  ignorance  or  misapprehen- 
sion as  to  the  nature  or  extent  of  his  rights  involved  therein. 
Lawrence  v.  The  Schuykill  Navigation  Company,  4  Wash. 
C*  C,  R.  562.     Thus,  if  the  rights  in  claim  are  questionable, 
and  honestly  resisted,  and  time  is  given  the  creditor  to  con- 
sider the  proposed  pa3rment,  his  receipt,  given  for  less  than 
his  true  demand,  will  not  be  set  aside.     It  will  be  regarded 
as  meaning  deliberately  to  accept  a  lesser  sum  in  payment  in 
fall  of  all  demands ;  and  cannot  be  easily  opened  to  admit 
proof  that  unspecified  particulars  were  intended  to  be  ex- 
cepted.^ 


1  The  case  of  Cash  v.  Freeman  (85  Me,  R.  483,)  illustrates  this  principle. 
That  was  an  action  upon  a  note  for  $12,  due  July,  1851.  The  defence  relied 
on  a  receipt  given  May,  1851,  for  $1.50,  in  full  of  all  demands.  Although 
the  note  was  not  surrendered  at  the  time  of  giving  the  receipt,  it  was  held  to 
be  within  its  operation.    See,  also,  Cunningham  v.  Batchelder,  (82  Me.  R. 
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In  the  view  of  Admiralty,  however,'  there  is  reason  for  im* 
posing  a  more  restricted  role  in  respect  to  receipts  passed  by 
seamen  to  masters,  owners,  or  shipping  agents.  The  parties 
in  these  settlements  do  not  usually  deal  with  each  other  upon 
equal  terms.  The  seaman  stands  in  a  position  which  exposes 
him  to  be  coerced  or  deluded  into  giving  a  receipt  of  this 
character,  upon  the  temptation  of  a  little  ready  money  in 
hand,  when  no  bond  fide  settlement  has  been  made ;  and  upon 
tiie  ground  of  this  inequality,  and  as  a  measure  of  protecticm 
to  parties  who  are  seldom  qualified  to  protect  themselves, 
Admiralty  will  admit  evidence  in  explanation  of  a  receipt,  no 
matter  how  clear,  explicit,  and  conclusive  its  terms  and  solem- 
nities  may  be.  The  doctrine  of  the  maritime  law  on  this 
subject  is  fully  stated  in  the  case  of  the  David  Pftttt,  Wwre^ 
495.  In  that  case,  in  answer  to  a  demand  icx  wages,  the  de* 
fendant  set  up  a  receipt,  imder  seal^  signed  by  the  libeUant 
and  others  of  the  crew,  of  specified  sums,  ^  in  full  for  our  ser- 
vices in  wages  on  board  said  vessel ;  and  in  consideration 
whereof,  and  of  one  cent  to  each  of  us  paid,  we  have  released, 


SI  6,)  where  the  principle  that  promissory  notes,  although  left  in  the  hands 
of  the  payee,  are  within  the  legitimate  operation  of  a  receipt  in  full,  is  abo 
laid  down. 

In  confirmation  of  the  general  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  text  respectiog 
the  operation  of  the  receipt  in  foil,  in  the  courts  of  law,  see  Paige  v.  PenKH 
10  Vl  R.  491;  Reid  v.  Eeid,  2  Dev.  Law  R.  247 ;  Ennie  v.  Gilbert,  Wright, 
764 ;  Bailey  v.  Day,  26  Me,  R  88 ;  Palmerston  v.  Hoxton,  4  JDen.  166 ; 
Thompson  v.  Faussat,  Pet,  C.  C.  R,  182 ;  Bristow  v,  Eastman,  1  Esp.  173 ; 
Alner  v.  George,  1  Campb,  892 ;  Eve  v,  Mosely,  2  Strohh,  208  ;  Holbrook  r. 
Blodget,  5  Vt.  R.  520 ;  McDowell  v.  Lenaitre,  2  McCord^  820.  To  learn 
what  grounds  have  been  held  sufficient  to  authorize  the  opening  of  a  receipt 
in  full  by  evidence  of  fraud  or  mistake,  ccMisult  Thomas  v.  Austin,  4  Bard. 
Sup.  a.  R.  266 ;  Patterson  o.  Ackerson,  1  Edw.  Ch.  101 ;  S.  0. 2  lb.  427 ; 
Derrickson  v.  Morris,  2  Earring.  292 ;  Dibdin  v.  Morris,  2  Carr.  jr  P.  44 ; 
Trisler  v,  Williamson,  4  Harr.  (f  McH,  219 ;  Lessions  v.  Gilbert,  Brayi,  75 ; 
Benson  v.  Bennet,  1  Campb.  894,  note  ;  Snyder  v,  Finley,  Coxe,  48 ;  Hogg 
V.  Brown,  2  Brev.  228 ;  Middleditch  v.  Shariand,  5  Ves.  S7. 
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and  do  hereby  release  and  discharge  forever,  the  master,  offi- 
cers, and  owners  of  said  vessel,  and  each  of  them,  of  and  from 
all  suits,  claims,  and  demands,  for  assaults  and  battery  and 
imprisonment,  and  every  other  matter  and  thing,  of  whatever 
name  or  nature,  against  said  schooner  David  Plratt,  the  mas- 
ter, owners,  and  officers,  to  the  day  of  this  date." 

It  was  conceded  by  the  Court  that  this  instrument  was 
prima  facie  evidence  of  payment,  and  sufficient,  until  falsified 
by  positive  proof,  or  strong  presumptipn ;  and  this  is  undoubt- 
edly correct  But  the  notion  that  such  an  instrument,  formal 
and  solemn  though  it  was,  must  be  accepted  as  in  itself  con- 
clusive against  the  claim,  was  justly  repudiated  as  contrary 
to  the  free,  and^quitable  spirit  of  Admiralty  jurisprudence, 
however  consoinmt  it  might  be  with  the  more  rigorous  doc- 
tzines  of  the  common  law. 

A  very  analogous  decision  was  made  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Thgmas  v,  McDaniel,  14  Johns, 
185.  The  decision  in  that  case  rested  upon  the  indicia  of 
fraud  observable  in  tj|e  facts  shown,  rather  than  upon  any 
general  principle  of  protection  to  seamen ;  although  the  latter 
consideration  is  distinctly  adverted  t^|ft  the  opinion  of  the 
Court.  The  action  there  was  by  a  seaman  against  the  mas- 
ter for  an  assault  and  battery,  committed  during  the  voyage. 
The  defendant  offered  a  receipt,  signed  by  the  plaintiff, 
acknowledging  to  have  received  ^60.50,  ''in  full  of  all  de- 
mands against  the  ship  Independence,  her  officers  and  owners, 
for  wages ;  also^  ((1.00,  as  a  full  compensation  for  every  thing 
elseJ'^ 

A  witness  testified,  that  upon  the  settlement  he  explained 
the  receipt  to  McDaniel,  by  stating  that  the  one  dollar  was 
intended  as  a  full  compensation  for  all  other  claims  except 
wages ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  at  first  refused  to  sign  the  paper, 
and  waited  three  or  four  days.  The  master  then  put  the 
money  and  the  receipt  upon  the  table,  and  told  the  seaman 
that  he  might  sign  or  not,  as  he  pleased.     The  plaintiff  read 
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over  the  paper  and  signed  it,  and  received  the  money,  nothing 
being  said  about  assault  and  battery.  The  judgment  in  the 
Court  below  was  for  the  plaintiff,  and  was  affirmed  on  appeaL 

^  There  is  strong  ground  to  infer,"  say  the  Ck>urt,  "  that  the 
receipt  was  unfairly  obtained.  It  was  coupled  with  a  receipt 
for  the  wages  of  the  seaman,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  his 
wages,  after  being  liquidated  at  $60.50,  were  withheld  by  the 
captain  during  three  or  four  days,  because  the  plaintiflr  refused 
to  sign  the  double  receipt  To  a  person  in  the  situation  of  a 
seaman  just  arrived  in  port,  after  a  long  voyage,  and  probably 
without  a  cent  of  money,  this  was  a  fraudulent  constraint  on 
the  part  of  the  captain,  from  which  the  law  will  protect  the 
seaman.  It  cannot  be  doubted,  that  if  the  wages  had  been 
unconditionally  paid,  the  plaintiff  would  jKremptorily  have 
refused  to  sign  the  receipt  for  one  dollar  for  every  thing  else." 

The  receipt  in  this  case  is,  therefore,  not  to  be  regarded  as 
absolutely  concluding  the  Ubellant,  while  it  is  primd  facte 
evidence  of  payment  in  full.  It  is  open  in  this  Court  to  ex« 
planation,  not  only  by  evidence  of  &|||d  or  of  ignorance  of 
the  outstanding  claim,  but  also  by  clear  and  distinct  proof, 
that  at  the  time  of  lii|^ettlement  there  was  a  valid  outstand- 
ing claim  which  w^ffiot  in  fact  embraced  in  the  payment 
actually  made.  This  would  not  be  sufficient  at  common  law^ 
unless  it  were  also  shown  that  the  rights  of  the  party  in 
respect  to  such  outstanding  claim  were  in  some  respect  un- 
known or  misunderstood  by  him,  and  this  through  no  fault 
or  neglect  of  his.  In  Admiralty,  however,  it  is  enough  that  a 
valid  outstanding  claim  be  shown,  if  the  proofs  axe  such  as  to 
put  its  existence  and  validity  beyond  question.  I  have,  there- ' 
fore,  received  and  considered  the  evidence  offered  by  the  libe^- 
lant  upon  this  point. 

The  evidence  does  not  appear  to  me  of  that  clear  and  ex- 
plicit character  which  will  justify  the  Court  in  disregarding 
the  receipt  It  is  denied  by  the  answer,  and  is  at  least  equiv> 
ocal  upon  the  proofs,  that  the  libellant  was  entitled  to  any 
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wages  antecedent  to  the  time  when  he  joined  the  boat  at 
Charleston.  The  libellant  claims  to  regard  the  payment  made 
to  him  in  Charleston  as  having  been  made  only  upon  account 
of  his  demand  both  for  wages  and  expenses  accrued  during 
the  journey ;  but  I  think  it  may  be  fairly  regarded,  under  the 
proofs  as  they  stand,  as  intended  for  a  satisfaction  of  all 
daims  preferred  by  him  upon  the  score  of  his  employment 
prior  to  his  joining  the  steamboat ;  particularly  as  it  is  equiv- 
ocal whether  he  was  entitled  to  demand  any  thing  beyond  the 
reimbursement  of  his  expenses.  In  that  view  of  the  case,  the 
receipt  of  the  Slst  of  May,  in  my  opinion,  closed  the  whole 
transaction,  and  the  respondent  is  accordingly  entitled  to  a 
decree  dismissing  the  libeL^ 

Decree  accordingly. 


1  A  rehearing  of  the  caase  was  had  before  a  commissioner  in  August,  1847, 
&r  the  purpose  of  taking  additional  proof.  The  commissioner  reported  that 
$2S  was.dne  to  the  libellant.  The  cause  came  again  before  the  Court  in 
January,  1848,  upon  exceptions  to  the  report,  when  the  following  decision 
was  made  :-A 

Brtts,  J.  The  additional  evidence  adduced  before  the  comnussioner  in 
explanation  of  the  receipt  relied  upon  by  the  respondent  in  this  case,  con- 
flists  in  the  testimony  of  a  witness,  who  states  that  the  usual  charge  for  a  pas- 
senger on  board  the  steamer  Southerner  to  Charleston  was  $25.  He  also 
slates  that  mariners  employed  for  other  ships  were  not  taken  gratuitously  on 
board  that  vessel    Upon  this  the  commissioner  reports  $25  to  the  libellant. 

I  have  reviewed  all  the  pleadings  and  proo&  to  see  whether  any  reason- 
able evidence  is  furnished  tending  to  show  that  the  libellant  was  not  paid  to 
his  satisfaction  for  all  the  services  and  expenditures  rendered  by  him  under 
his  engagement  with  the  respondent.  I  do  not  think  the  suppletory  testi- 
mony taken  before  the  commissioner  in  any  respect  strengthens  the  libellant*8 
case.  It  is  not  additional  to  that  produced  on  the  hearing,  further  than  that 
it  fixes  the  usual  price  of  a  passage  to  Charleston.  It  does  not  show  that  the 
fibeUant  paid  that  amount,  nor  that  the  $19  paid  him  in  Charleston  was  not 
advanced  to  cover  that  disbursement.  If  any  thing  could  be  presumed  to  be 
dae,  it  wocdd  not  exceed  $6,  the  difference  between  $19  and  $25,  and  it  is 
wholly  conjectural  whether  or  not  the  libellant  ever  disbursed  that  sum.  The 
is  a  very  smaU  one,  and  does  not  merit  the  protracted  litigation  it  has 
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Where  a  libel  is  filed  for  a  caase  of  action  apon  which  both  ressel  and  master  may 
bo  together  liable,  the  Court  will  not  make  an  order  that  the  libellant  elect 
between  the  remedy  tn  rem  and  that  m  personam^  nor  that  he  submit  to  have 
either  the  arrest  of  the  respondent  or  the  attachment  against  the  vessel  racatecL 

In  respect  to  the  liabilitj  of  the  ship  for  contracts  made  with  the  master  for  trans- 
portation for  hire  in  the  regular  course  of  the  yessePs  occupation,  the  law  makes 
no  distinction  between  the  transportation  of  passengers  and  of  merchandise. 

Where  an  agreement  is  entered  into  between  the  master  of  a  vessel  and  a  passen- 
ger, for  the  transportation  of  the  latter,  with  his  baggage,  and  passage-money  is 
paid  in  advance,  and  the  agreement  is  unperformed  through  the  fanlt  of  the 
master,  the  ship  is  liable,  in  specie,  to  refund  the  advance  passage-money,  and. 
to  pay  damages  for  any  failure  to  deliver  the  goods  shipped. 

There  is  no  abstract  incompatibility  between  proceedings  tn  rem  and  proceedings 
tn  personam,  which  forbids  them  to  be  joined  in  one  action  where  such  joinder  is 
calculated  to  advance  the  ends  of  substantial  justice. 

Where  both  the  vessel  and  the  master  or  owner  are  conjointly  liable  upon  a  con- 
tract of  affreightment,  the  personal  remedy,  and  the  remedy  against  the  vessel^ 
may  be  sought  in  one  and  the  same  action. 

This  was  a  libel  filed  by  Henry  J.  CEirr  against  the  bark 
Zenobia,  in  remj  and  also  in  personam  against  her  master,  A. 
B.  Cronstadt,  to  recover  damages  for  the  non-performance  of 
a  contract  of  affireightment. 

The  libel  stated  in  substance  that  the  libellant,  in  Novem- 
ber, 1847,  at  Whampoa,  China,  engaged  passage  for  himself 
and  family,  with  their  personal  baggage,  and  certain  merchan- 
dise or  freight,  on  board  the  Zenobia,  for  the  United  States, 
and  thereupon  shipped  sundry  cases  of  merchandise,  among 
which  was  a  chest  of  drawers  containing  twenty-five  hon- 


generated.  The  libellant  ought  to  have  remained  silent  afler  his  full  and 
solemn  receipt  in  writing,  unless  he  was  able  to  give  convincing  proor  that 
otlier  demands  were  due  him,  and.  were  reserved  out  of  that  full  settlement. 
I  am  not  satisfied  that  this  was  so,  and  shall  aocordingly  allow  the  exception 
taken  to  the  report,  with  the  costs  accruing  upon  the  exception. 
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dred  dollars  in  specie.  The  agreement  was  made  with 
Cronstadt,  the  master  of  the  bark,  to  whom  libellant  paid 
$150  in  advance,  being  one  half  the  passage-money  stipu- 
lated. November  28th  was  the  appointed  day  of  sailing,  but 
tiie  vessel  sailed  two  days  previous  to  that  time,  unknown  to 
libellant,  leaving  him  and  his  family  behind.  The  libellant 
followed  the  Zenobia  to  this  country,  and  arrived,  as  it  hap- 
pened, a  few  days  before  her.  On  the  arrival  of  the  Zenobia 
he  went  on  board  and  claimed  the  property  shipped  by  him. 
The  master,  however,  refused  to  deliver  it,  or  to  recognize 
the  libellant  as  its  owner,  and  moreover  refused  to  make  the 
proper  entries  upon  the  ship's  manifest,  which  were  necessary 
to  enable  the  libellant  to  obtain  the  property  from  the  custom- 
house. 

For  a  fuller  statement  of  the  facts,  reference  is  made  to  the 
case  upon  the  final  hearing,  December,  1847,  which  is  reported, 
posty  in  its  order  of  time.  The  libel,  as  amended  under  the 
direction  of  the  Court  upon  this  hearing,  and  the  substance 
of  the  answer,  are  there  given. 

Upon  this  libel,  process  was  issued  against  the  master, 
upon  which  he  was  arrested  and  held  to  bail ;  and  also 
against  the  bark,  for  which  the  usual  stipulations  were  given 
on  the  part  of  the  owners.  The  master  then  moved  in  the 
cause^  ^that  the  libellant  be  required  to  elect  whether  he 
would  proceed  in  rem  against  the  vessel,  or  in  personam 
against  the  master ;  and  that  either  the  arrest  of  the  master 
or  the  attachment  against  the  vessel  should  be  vacated." 

Betts,  J.  The  libel  being  filed  for  a  double  cause  of  ac- 
tion on  the  shipping  contract  and  for  its  tortious  violation  by 
the  master,  for  which  the  ship  and  master  may  be  unitedly 
liable,  the  case  is  not  one  in  which  the  Court  will  compel  the 
libellant  to  elect  which  branch  of  his  remedy  he  will  pursue. 
He  may  maintain  the  suit  in  personam  against  the  master  for 
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wrongfully  abandoning  the  libellant  and  his  family  in  China, 
and  for  abstracting  or  withholding,  in  the  exercise  of  his 
authority  over  the  ship  and  her  lading,  the  specie  suid  bag- 
gage shipped  on  board,  and  may  therein  seek  damages 
against  the  master  beyond  the  liability  of  the  ship.  Accord- 
ing to  the  practice  in  this  district,  he  may  also  pursue  his 
claim  in  a  joint  action  against  the  ship  in  rem  and  the  mas- 
ter personally,  upon  the  contract  of  affreightment,  and  for  the 
transportation  of  himself  and  family ;  (Betts^s  Adm.  Pr.  20 ;) 
provided  he  establishes  a  case  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  suit,  because  of  incongruity  or 
multifariousness  in  the  demands,  is  therefore  denied. 

The  owner  of  the  Zenobia,  David  Carnigie,  intervened  and 
filed  exceptions  to  the  libel  for  insufficiency. 

The  objection  raised  by  the  first  exception  was,  that  the 
Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  enforce  such  a  claim  as  was  pre- 
ferred in  the  Ubel  against  the  vessel  and  owner. 

The  second  and  third  exceptions  raised  the  objection,  that 
at  any  rate  the  claim  was  not  one  which  could  be  enforced 
both  against  the  vessel  in  rem,  and  against  the  master  in  per* 
sonamj  in  the  same  libeL 

The  remaining  exceptions  related  only  to  the  form  of  tiie 
libel,  as  tested  by  the  rules  promulgated  by  the  Supreme 
Court,  and  raised  no  questions  of  importance.  These  excep- 
tions, save  one  only,  were  allowed,  and  the  libel  ordered  to 
be  amended  in  the  particulars  to  which  they  related.  The 
opinion  of  the  Court  relates  almost  wholly  to  the  questions 
raised  upon  the  liability  of  the  vessel  for  the  cause  of  action 
shown,  and  upon  the  propriety  of  uniting  the  claim  against 
the  vessel  and  the  personal  claim  against  the  master  in  one 
action. 

F^rancis  B.  dUHngj  in  support  of  the  exceptions. 

Abner  Benedict,  opposed. 
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Bbtts,  J.  The  allegations  of  the  libel  are  deficient  in  per- 
spicuity and  certainty ;  but  I  think  a  reasonable  construction 
of  the  pleading  as  a  whole,  may  regard  it  in  effect  to  repre- 
sent the  master  as  having  wilfully  withheld  the  property 
shipped  by  the  libellant  on  board  the  vessel,  and  as  having 
put  impediments  in  the  libellant's  way  on  ship-board  and  at 
Ihe  custom-house,  and  prevented  him  from  receiving  its  deliv- 
ery at  this  port,  and  as  refusing  to  repay  the  passage-money 
advanced  to  him,  or  to  recognize  the  libellant  as  having  any 
right  to  or  interest  in  the  baggage  and  other  goods  shipped 
by  him  on  the  vessel. 

The  first  legal  point  raised  against  the  action  is,  that  the 
ship  is  not  liable  for  the  undertaking  of  the  master,  to  bring 
the  libellant  and  family  to  this  country  as  passengers. 

It  is  unnecesary  to  consider  whether  the  vessel  would  be 
chargeable  vidth  a  lien  upon  a  naked  agreement  for  the  car- 
riage of  libellant,  for  in  this  case  a  part  of  the  passage-money 
was  actually  paid  in  advance. 

The  agreement  was  plainly  within  the  authority  of  the 
master,  and  the  receipt  of  the  money  was  for  the  benefit  of 
the  ship-owner,  and  was  so  much  freight  paid. 

In  respect  to  the  liability  of  the  ship  for  contracts  of  trans- 
portation made  with  the  master,  the  law  makes  no  distinction 
between  passengers  and  merchandise,  each  being  alike  car- 
ried for  hire,  and  in  the  regular  course  of  the  vessel's  occupa- 
tion in  trade  and  commerce.  Wolf  v.  Summers,  2  Campb, 
631 ;  Mulloy  v.  Barker,  5  East^  316 ;  Howland  v.  The  Liavinia, 
1  Pet  Adm.  R.  123 ;  Griggs  v.  Austin,  3  IHck.  20. 

There  is  no  reasonable  ground  for  doubt,  that  if  the  libel- 
lant had  paid  in  advance  the  freight  of  his  goods,  and  the 
master  had  designedly  left  them  behind  in  China,  the  vessel 
would  be  answerable  to  the  amount  of  freight  so  received. 
This  would  be  both  because  the  vessel  is  bound  in  specie 
for  the  fulfilment  of  the  contract  of  the  master  made  within 
the  scope  of  his  powers,  (3  KetU^  218,  note;  The  Volun- 
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teer,  1  Sumn.  551 ;  The  Phebe,  1  Ware^  263 ;  Cfurtis  an  Mereh. 
Seam,  169,)  and  because  the  vessel  is  liable  for  tiie  repayment 
of  freight  not  earned  by  the  wilfdl  failure  to  perform  the  con- 
tract of  aifireightment  Mashiter  v.  Buller,  1  Gampb,  84 ;  Pit- 
man V.  Hooper,  3  Sumn.  50 ;  Watson  v.  Duykinck,  3  Johns. 
335 ;  Oiiggs  v.  Austin,  3  Pick.  20. 

It  is  equally  clear,  that  the  neglect  or  refusal  of  the  master, 
without  justifiable  cause,  to  deliver  the  goods  at  the  port  of 
destination,  renders  the  owner,  and  consequently  the  ship, 
responsible  upon  the  contract  of  af&eightment.  Abbott  on 
Shipp.  156,  275 ;  Curtis  on  Merck.  Seam.  198. 

These  principles,  so  well  established  in  their  application  to 
contracts  for  the  transportation  of  merchandise,  are  applica- 
ble also  to  agreements  for  the  carrying  of  passengers.  The 
ship  is  therefore  liable  in  specie  to  refund  the  passage-money 
advanced  by  the  libellant,  and  to  pay  damages  for  the  non- 
delivery of  the  goods  shipped  by  him. 

The  libellant  is  entitled  to  the  responsibility  of  the  ship 
to  cover  these  liabilities  of  the  master,  and  is  not  obliged  to 
rely  solely  upon  the  personal  responsibility  of  the  master  cnr 
owners.  Had  application  been  made  to  the  Court  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  bonds  exacted  from  the  ship,  the  Court  would 
have  taken  care  that  the  owners  were  not  charged  with  an 
unreasonable  amount  of  security,  and  would  have  discharged 
the  attachment  upon  stipulations  sufficient  to  cover  the  prob- 
able recovery  and  costs.  But  the  exception  taken  by  the 
claimants  to  the  right  of  libellant  to  maintain  upon  the  facts 
charged  an  action  in  rem^  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  next  general  point  made  by  the  exceptions  is,  that  this 
suit  cannot  be  prosecuted  conjointly  in  rem  and  in  personam. 

This  objection  is  supported  by  the  language  of  Judge  Story, 
in  The  Citizens'  Bank  v.  The  Nantucket  Steamboat  Com- 
pany, 2  Story^  57.  In  that  case,  a  Ubel  in  rem  against  a 
steamboat,  and  in  personam^  against  her  master  and  owners, 
was  filed  to  recover  the  value  of  bank-bills  entrusted  to  the 
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master  for  transportation,  and  lost  on  the  passage.  The 
Judge  remaiked,  that  he  knew  of  no  princij^e  or  authority 
in  the  general  jurisprudence  of  the  Courts  of  Admiralty  which 
^uld  justify  such  a  joinder  of  proceedings,  so  very  different 
in  their  nature  and  character  and  decretal  effect  '^  On  the 
contrary,"  he  says,  ^  in  this  Court,  every  practice  of  this  sort 
has  been  constantly  discountenanced  as  irregular  and  im- 
proper." And  again  he  says,  ^^in  cases  of  collision,  the 
injured  party  may  proceed  in  rem  or  in  personaiUj  or  succes- 
sively in  each  way,  until  he  has  full  satisfaction.  But  I  do 
not  understand  how  the  proceedings  can  be  blended  in  the 
libeL" 

The  objection  thus  suggested  to  the  joinder  of  the  two 
remedies  was  evidently  placed  upon  a  supposed  incompati- 
bility between  the  two  modes  of  proceeding,  rendering  them 
improper  to  be  combined  in  one  action.  It  is  not  because,  in 
the  case  before  him,  there  was  not  botii  a  personal  remedy 
and  a  remedy  against  the  ship,  that  the  learned  Judge  dis- 
approves the  practice  referred  to,  but  it  is  upon  the  ground  that 
the  proceeding  in  personam  and  the  proceeding  in  rem  are 
^  so  very  different  in  their  nature  and  character  and  decretal 
effect"  It  is  obvious  therefore,  that  the  objection,  if  sound, 
applies  in  all  cases,  inespective  of  the  nature  of  the  cause  of 
action. 

Conceding  the  view  taken  by  the  learned  Judge  to  have 
been  a  correct  exposition  of  the  practice  as  establish'ed  in 
October,  1841,  the  date  of  the  decision  above  cited,  it  must 
be  regarded  as  untenable  since  the  adoption  of  the  rules  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  framed  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  Congress 
of  August  23,  1842.  5  U.  &  SkUs.  518,  c.  188,  §  6.  Those 
rules  make  specific  provision  in  respect  to  the  mode  of  pur- 
suing remedies  by  libeUants  in  several  classes  of  cases.  They 
authorize  libellants  in  suits  for  mariners'  wages,  for  pilotage, 
or  for  damages  by  collision,  to  proceed  against  the  skipy  and 
mwter^  or  owner,  or  against  the  ship  alone,  or  against  the 
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master  or  owner  alone,  in  personam.  Rules  13, 14, 15.  '  In 
cases  of  maritime  hypothecation  by  the  master,  or  for  sal- 
vage, the  Ubellant  mast  elect  between  the  remedy  in  rem  and 
a  personal  suit  Rules  17, 19.  And  in  suits  for  assault  aiffiL 
battery  he  is  restricted  to  a  suit  in  personam  alone.  Clearly, 
therefore,  it  can  be  no  longer  contended  that  a  joinder  of  the 
two  remedies  in  one  action  is  impracticable,  or  inconsistent 
with  the  theory  upon  which  the  Court  proceeds  in  awarding 
relief;  or  that  there  is  any  incompatibility  in  prinGifde  be* 
tween  the  two  forms  of  proceeding,  either  in  their  nature, 
character,  or  decretal  effept,  which  forbids  their  union  in  one 
action,  in  those  cases  in  which  such  joinder  is  calculated  to 
advance  the  interests  of  substantial  justice. 

It  is  true  that  the  case  of  a  suit  for  damages  for  non-fulfil- 
ment of  a  contract  of  affireightment,  or  one  brought  to  recover 
back  freight  paid  in  advance  but  not  earned,  is  unprovided 
for  by  either  of  the  Supreme  Court  Rules.  Those  rules  do 
not  contain  any  specific  authority  to  unite  the  two  remedies 
in  claims  of  that  character.  They  do  not,  however,  forbid  the 
joinder.  The  consequence  is,  that  such  cases  fall  within  the 
scope  of  Rule  46,  which  prescribes  that  in  all  cases  not  pro* 
vided  for  by  the  foregoing  rules,  the  District  and  Circuit 
Courts  are  to  regulate  the  practice  of  those  courts  respectively, 
in  such  manner  as  they  shall  deem  most  expedient  for  the 
administration  of  justice.  The  practice  in  respect  to  the 
question  under  consideration  is  therefore  left  to  be  regulated 
at  the  discretion  of  the  courts  in  the  various  districts. 

I  perceive  no  principle  demanding  a  distiDCtion  in  respect 
to  joining  in  the  same  action  a  personal  remedy  wilii  .one 
against  the  ship,  between  an  action  founded  upon  a  contract 
of  afireightment,  express  or  implied,  and  one  brought  to  re- 
cover wages  or  pilotage,  or  for  damages  by  collision.  The 
considerations  of  convenience  which  dictated  the  permission 
given  by  the  rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  to  combine  the 
actions  in  the  last  mentioned  cases,  seem  to  apply  with  equal 
force  to  the  case  now  before  the  Court 
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The  practice  ii^  this  district^  on  the  Instance  side  of  the 
Court,  has,  moreover,  always  been  different,  it  is  believed, 
£rom  that  pursned  in  the  Massachusetts  district,  as  stated  hy 
Judge  Story  in  the  case  above  cited.  The  party  directly  lia- 
ble upon  the  daim  chargeable  upon  the  vessel  may,  in  this 
Ck>urt,  be  joined  with  the  ship  in  one  suit,  and  a  decree  may 
be  prayed  and  taken  against  him  in  wno  flatu  with  that  against 
the  vesseL  Or,  for  want  of  a  prayer  to  that  effect  at  the 
initiation  of  the  suit,  the  libel  may  be  amended  by  inserting 
it,  even  after  decree  in  rem  rendered,  if  that  decree  proves 
fruitless  to  the  libeUant,  and  if  the  party  sought  to  be  per- 
sonally charged  has  appeared  and  bontested  the  suit.  The 
expense  and  delay  of  two  or  three  actions  requiring  to  be  dis- 
posed of  upon  identically  the  same  pleadings  and  proofs,  are 
thus  saved  the  creditors,  and  the  association  of  remedies  pro- 
motes the  simplicity  and  celerity  so  much  sought  for  and 
&vored  in  Admiralty  procedure. 

It  seems  to  me,  eQso,  that  this  is  the  spirit  of  the  English 
practice,  both  early  and  modem,  although  under  that  system 
a  somewhat  circuitous  method  was  originally  employed  in 
effecting  the  object  Instead  of  directly  arresting  the  party 
sought  to  be  made  personally  responsible,  it  seems,. in  actions 
lying  purely  in  rem  against  vessels,  that  when  the  owner 
enters  an  appearance,  the  Court  thereupon  takes  judsdiction 
over  him  individually ;  because,  appearance  in  the  English 
Admiralty  being  by  stipulation,  the  Court  thus  acquires  the 
power  to  act  against  him  in  personam,  2  Broume^s  Civ.  Sf 
Adm.  L.  398 ;  lb.  407-409.  And  Ids  fide  jussors  are  com- 
pelled to  satisfy  the  condemnation  and  costs.  Clarke^ s  Praxis^ 
at  4,  5, 12. 

The  practice  continues  substantially  the  same  in  the  Eng- 
lish Admiralty  to  this  day.  The  St.  Johan,  1  Hogg,  Adm.  JR. 
834 ;  The  Tribune,  3  lb.  114.  The  case  of  the  St  Johan 
also  shows,  that  where  the  remedy  is  doubtful  ^against  the 
vessel,  but  is  legal  and  equitable  against  the  owner,  the  Court 
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will  avail  themselves  of  his  appearance  to  decree  the  debt  and 
costs  against  him  personally.  This-  personal  appearance  is 
also  constrained  by  the  course  of  the  Court ;  for  in  salts  tn 
rem,  on  his  failure  to  intervene,  the  property  is  absolutely  con- 
denmed  to  the  libellant.    3  Broume^s  Oiv.  Sf  Adm.  L.  400. 

I  am  not  aware  that  any  confusion  or  perplexity  need  arise 
in  respect  to  the  decree  to  be  pronounced  in  a  case  thus  pros- 
ecuted. If  the  action  be  in  rem  only,  a  decree  is  rendered  for 
the  sum  which  the  prevailing  party  is  entitled  to  recover,  and 
the  thing  is  condemned,  t.  e.,  ordered  to  be  sold  to  satisfy  the 
decree.  If  the  suit  is  in  personam^  the  decree  is  the  same  in 
all  essentials,  varying  only  in  that  it  directs  execution  by 
fieri  facias  or  by  capias  ad  satisfaciendum^  instead  of  venditioni 
ea^onas. 

I  think  that  the  mode  of  procedure  resorted  to  in  this  case 
is  not  only  justifiable  upon  authority,  but  that  it  is  one  that 
ought  to  be  encouraged,  as  tending  to  prevent  a  multiplicily 
of  actions  for  the  same  cause,  in  cases  where  all  the  rights 
and  remedies  might  be  equally  well  secured  in  a  single  suit* 
An  action  against  both  'the  ship  and  the  master  may 
oftentimes  be  indispensable.  Cases  not  unfrequently  occur 
in  which  neither  remedy  is  separately  adequate  to  afford  com- 
plete relief.  The  Court  will,  however,  be  cautious  so  to  gaard 
the  practice  that  exorbitant  stipulations  shall  not  be  exacted, 
and  that  double  arrests  shall  not  be  made  in  cases  of  doubtful 
right  or  for  trivial  amounts.     Betts^s  Adm.  Pr.  20.   '  • 

In  the  present  case,  the  ship  and  master  are  separately  and 
conjointly  liable  for  the  passage-money  advanced  by  the  libel- 
lant, and  also  for  the  safe  delivery  of  the  merchandise  and 
b^gg^6  shipped  by  him.  The  master  may  also  be  individ- 
ually liable  for  any  virilful  misconduct  in  the  transaction,  com- 
mitted by  him,  but  out  of  the  scope  of  his  authority  as  mastery 
by  which  the  libellant  has  been  prejudiced,  although  the  ship 
and  owner  may  not  be  conjointly  chai^eable  therefor.  The 
libel  is  so  drawn  as  to  leave  it  ambiguous,  whether  damages 
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are  soaght  to  the  amount  of  the  value  of  the  merchandise 
and  baggage  and  specie  charged  to  have  been  shipped,  as  not 
having  been  delivered  at  all,  or  whether  it  only  seeks  com- 
pensation for  the  oppressive  and  tortious  conduct  of  the  mas- 
ter, in  bafBing  the  libellant  in  obtaining  his  rights  and  prop- 
erty from  the  ship  or  master.  If  the  latter  is  the  only  object 
of  the  action,  there  certainly  can  be  but  slight  reason  for  con- 
tinuing the  suit  against  both  the  vessel  and  the  master ;  and 
on  a  proper  application,  the  Court  will  see  that  the  owners 
are  relieved  from  all  unreasonable  burdens  in  that  respect. 

The  first  three  exceptions,  relating  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  are  therefore  disallowed.  The  remaining  four  relate 
to  the  formal  construction  of  the  libel.  As  it  does  not  con- 
form to  the  requirements  of  Bule  23  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
those  exceptions  are  allowed,  save  only  exception  6,  which  is 
disallowed,  the  libel  being  sufiicient  in  the  particular  to  which 
tiiat  exception  relates.  The  libellant  must  take  proper  meas- 
ures to  reform  his  pleading  before  proceeding  with  the  cause. 
This  order  is  without  costs. 


The  Hornet. 

Under  the  Act  of  Congress  of  March  2,  1799,  (1  U,  S.  Statai  696,  ^  90,)  the  notice 
of  sale  in  cases  of  condemnation  nnder  the  act  mnst  be  pablished  every  day  for 
fifteen  days,  in  the  newspapers  directed  by  the  act. 

Under  Rales  47  and  48  of  the  District  Court,  notice  of  sale  under  venditioni  expo- 
lias,  (except  on  condemnation  of  property  on  seizure  by  the  United  States,)  mnst 
be  published  for  six  days ;  and  the  sale  will  be  set  aside  if  this  full  number  of 
publications  is  not  made. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem^  by  Nathaniel  Finney  against  the 
schooner  Hornet,  to  recover  wages  as  pilot. 

A  decree  was  entered  in  favor  of  the  libellant,  by  default, 
and  a  sale  of  the  vessel  upon  venditioni  exponas  was  made 
under  the  decree.     Thomas  T.  Sturgess  and  James  S,  Stur- 
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gess,  as  attorneys  in  fact  for  the  owners,  who  were  residents 
of  Maine/ now  filed  a  claim  and  moved  to  set  aside  the  sale 
made,  on  the  ground  of  irregularity  in  the  notice  of  sale,  and 
to  open  the  decree  rendered  by  default,  and  to  allow  the 
claimants  to  come  in  and  defend  the  case.  The  grounds  of 
the  motion  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Betts,  J.  All  the  proceedings  in  Court,  on  the  part  of  the 
libellant,  up  to  the  notices  of  sale,  were  regular.  The  claim- 
ants failed  to  show  any  fraud  or  collusion  on*  the  part  of  the 
master,  in  respect  to  the  attachment  of  the  vessel,  or  in  re- 
spect to  his  admissions  of  the  demand  set  up  by  the  libellant. 
If^  therefore,  relief  was  afforded  them  against  the  proceedings 
in  Court  alone,  it  could  only  be  upon  terms  which  would 
fully  reimburse  the  libellant,  and  save  him  harmless  against 
defences  merely  formal  in  their  character. 

It  being,  however,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  that  the  sale 
of  the  vessel  was  irregular,  and  that  it  cannot  be  sustained, 
the  setting  it  aside  will  place  the  cause  in  a  condition  where 
the  libellant  will  incur  no  delay  or  injury  by  letting  in  a  full 
defence,  beyond  what  he  would  have  been  subjected  to  if  the 
claimants  had  intervened  and  filed  their  answer  upon  the  re- 
turn of  process,  since  it  does  not  appear  that  any  opportunity 
to  try  the  cause  will  have  been  lost  by  the  proceeding. 

The  main  question  considered  by  the  Court  is  that  raised 
as  to  the  irregularity  of  the  sale. 

The  venditioni  ea^onas  was  issued  the  20th  of  July,  and 
the  marshal  made  sale  of  the  vessel  under  it  the  27th  foll6w- 
ing.  The  advertisement  of  the  notice  of  sale  was  first  pub- 
lished the  21st  of  July,  and  was  published  but  five  times  in 
aU,  previous  to  the  sale. 

The  rules  of  this  Court  direct  that  notices  of  sale,  &c.,  shall 
be  six  days,  and  that  all  such  notices  shall  be  published  in 
the  manner  directed  by  the  Act  of  Congress,  in  cases  of  con- 
demnation under  the  revenue  laws.    Dist.  Ct,  Rules^  47,  48. 
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The  act  refeired  to  {Act  of  March  2,  1799,  c.  22,  §  90, 
I  U.  &  Siats.  696,)  prescribes  that  ships,  &c.,  condemned 
under  the  act,  shall  be  sold  at  auction^  giving  at  least  fifteen 
days  notice,  in  one  or  more  of  the  public  newspapers  of  the 
place  where  snch  sale  shall  be ;  or  if  no  paper  is  published 
in  such  place,  in  one  or  more  of  the  papers  published  in  the 
nearest  place  thereto. 

The  terms  of  the  act  are  very  explicit  and  definite.  No 
less  than  publication  for  the  required  number  of  days  is  suf- 
ficient, and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  language  admits  of  no 
construction  or  practice  which  shaQ  fail  exacting  the  entire 
complement  of  days  in  the  publication  of  these  notices.  It 
seems  intended  to  exclude  the  supposition  that  any  other 
than  a  continued  notice  for  the  required  number  of  days  was 
allowable.  If  any  number  of  insertions,  less  than  the  whole, 
will  satisfy  the  statute,  then  a  single  one  must  have  all  the 
efficacy  of  a  notice  repeated  from  day  to  day,  up  to  the  period 
of  sale.  There  is  a  difference  between  the  rules  of  this  Court 
and  the  Act  of  Congress,  in  respect  to  the  number  of  days' 
notice  required,  the  one  prescribing  six  only  and  the  other 
directing  fifteen, — ^the  statute  regulating  the  proceeding  only 
in  cases  of  seizure  by  the  United  States, — ^but  there  is  no 
ground  for  considering  a  full  publication  for  the  entire  num- 
ber of  days  required  as  less  necessary  under  the  one  provision 
than  the  other.  The  rule  of  this  Court  adopts  the  direction 
of  the  statute  as  to  the  manner  of  publication,  and  not  the 
period ;  and  the  reasonable  construction  of  the  rule  and  the 
act,  and  the  one  conducing  to  the  preservation  of  good  faith 
between  suitors,  and  the  rights  and  interests  of  all  concerned 
in  the  ownership  of  vessels  subjected  to  sale,  requires  that  the 
notice  of  sale  shall  continue  to  be  published  every  day,  to 
the  completion  of  the  full  number. 

At  least  six  publications  of  the  notice  were  necessary,  and 
as  five  only  were  made,  the  sale  must  be  set  aside.  The 
claimants  are  also  let  in  to  defend  the  action  upon  its  merits. 
No  costs  are  awarded  to  either  party  against  the  other. 
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Holmes  v.  Dodos. 

Where  the  respondent,  in  an  action  for  a  seaman's  WBg;es,  relies  npon  a  paymenl 
made  in  advance  to  the  shipping  agent  bj  whom  the  libellant  was  shipped,  the 
burden  of  proof  is  npon  the  respondent  to  show  affirmatirelj,  not  onlj  that  the 
payment  was  m%(le,  but  also  that  the  shipping  agent  was  authorized  by  the  libel- 
lant to  receive  it. 

Where,  npon  reference  to  a  commissioner,  there  is  a  conflict  of  testimony  upoo  a 
qnestion  of  fact,  the  Conrt  will  adopt  the  conclusion  of  the  commissioner,  unless 
there  is  a  palpable  preponderance  of  evidence  against  it. 

As  a  general  rule,  a  reference  to  a  commissioner,  in  a  suit  for  wages,  is  a  regular 
and  necessary  step  on  the  part  of  the  libellant,  incidental  to  the  prosecution  of 
the  action,  and  cannot  be  the  subject  of  an  independent  chaige  in  a  bill  of  costa. 

Where,  however,  the  reference  is  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  respondent,  the  Court 
will  modify  the  order  of  reference  so  as  to  require  the  extra  costs  incurred  to  be 
defrayed  by  him. 

Such  modification  must  be  asked  for  on  obtaining  the  order  of  reference. 

Under  Rule  8  of  the  Supreme  Court,  the  principal  and  his  surety  on  the  bond  or 
stipulation  given  upon  an  arrest  in  pargonam^  stand  upon  the  same  footing.^ 

The  award  which  grants  execution  upon  a  final  decree,  authorizes  it  against  all 
parties  embraced  in  the  decree ;  and  there  is  no  necessity  of  special  notice  to  the 
surety  of  respondent  of  an  application  for  an  execution  against  him. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam^  by  Allen  Holmes  against 
A.  P.  Dodge,  master  of  the  brig  Magdala,  to  recover  wages 
*eamed  on  board  the  brig. 

The  libel  claimed  wages  for  one  month  aad  twenty-eight 
days'  services,  at  $18  per  month.  The  claim  was  admitted 
by  the  answer,  which  set  up  as  a  defence  the  following  items 
of  payment : — 

Cash  advanced  to  libellant  or  order,         •      f  18  00 
Advances  before  sailing,  in  clothing,  &c.,     •    10  20 

Hospital  money, 65 

Cash  paid  to  libellanfs  proctor,    •        .        •      5  95 

|34  80 

1  Compare,  alao,  the  caae  of  Gaines  v.  Travis,  decided  in  this  Court  in  Jan- 
nary,  1849,  and  reported,  |KWf,  in  its  order  of  date. 
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On  the  hearing,  no  evidence  was  offered  to  show  the  first, 
third,  or  fourth  payments.  Evidence  of  articles  of  clothing 
furnished,  without  showing  prices,  was  given.  The  Court 
decreed  in  favor  of  the  libellant  upon  his  claim,  and  referred 
it  to  a  commissioner  to  report  the  amount  due. 

On  the  hearing  before  the  commissioner,  the  following 
facts  appeared.  One  Anderson,  keeper  of  a  sailors'  boarding- 
house,  had  previously  shipped  a  man  on  board  the  Magdala, 
who  deserted  before  the  ship  sailed.  This  man  was  indebted 
to  Anderson.  Upon  his  desertion,  Anderson  caused  the  libel- 
lant, Holmes,  to  be  arrested  and  taken  on  board  the  vessel, 
and  he  was  there  induced  to  sign  the  shipping  articles.  The 
sum  of  eighteen  dollars  was  paid  to  Anderson,  which  consti- 
tuted th6  first  item  of  payment  above  stated ;  but  there  was 
a  conflict  in  the  testimony  of  the  two  witnesses  examined 
upon  the  question,  whether  this  payment  was  made  with 
libellant's  consent  or  without  it. 

The  commissioner  adjusted  the  libellant's  claim  at  $34.80 ; 
and  upon  other  evidence  before  him,  allowed  the  first,  third, 
and  fourth  items  of  payment  claimed,  amounting  to  $16.80.. 
But  he  rejected  the  item  of  $18  paid  to  Anderson  under  the 
cirenmstances  already  mentioned,  and  reported  that  that  sum 
was  still  due  to  the  libellant. 

Th6  respondent  filed  exceptions  to  this  report. 

E.  C.  Benedict^  in  support  of  the  exceptions, 

I.  The  payment  of  one  month's  wages  in  advance  is  to  be- 
presumed,  it  being  the  uniform  custom  to  make  such  pay- 
ment 

IL  The  shipping  articles  recite  a  payment  of  the  ad- 
vance, 

IIL  The  witness  Pike  testifies  that  he  saw  the  money  paid, 
to  Anderson,  and  that  it  was  so  paid  by  the  express  direction, 
of  libellant.  This  testimony  is,  upon  the  whole,  confirmed  by 
that  of  Morris. 

Alamon  Nashy  in  opposition^  contended  that  Ihere  was  no 
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sufficient  evidence  to  show  that  Anderson  was  antbcnnzed  by 
Holmes  to  receive  the  payment  of  his  wages. 

Betts,  J.  I  think  the  decision  of  this  case  depends  npon 
the  comparative  credit  to  be  given  to  the  witnesses  Pike  and 

» 

Morris. 

Pike  states  that  he  saw  the  advance  of  f  18  paid  to  Ander- 
son, and  that  the  libellant  told  witness  that  Anderson  was  to 
receive  it  for  him.  Morris  says  that  he  was  present,  and  that 
no  money  was  paid  to  Holmes,  or  directly  for  him ;  and  that 
the  n^ney  collected  by  Anderson  was  the  advance  to  be  made 
to  the  seaman  in  whose  place  libellant  shipped. 

The  story,  as  told,  raises  a  strong  presumption  that  the 
landlord,  Anderson,  undertook  to  make  the  advance  payable 
to  the  libellant  satisfy  a  like  sum  which  he,  Anderson,  ex*- 
pected  to  have  received  of  the  other  man  he  had  shipped,  but 
who  deserted,  probably  in  his  debt  to  that  amount  He  fails, 
however,  to  prove  that  Holmes  directed  such  application  of 
the  money,  or  that  he  consented  that  the  previous  advance  of 
that  sum,  if  made  to  Anderson  on  account  of  the  deserter, 
should  be  charged  to  him  and  be  regarded  as  bi^  advance. 

It  is  highly  probable,  upon  the  confused  statement  given 
of  the  transactions,  that  Holmes  stood  in  Anderson's  debt, 
and  if  his  advance  passed,  with  his  consent,  into  Anderson's 
hands,  that  it  would  all  have  remained  there.  But  the 
accounts  between  these  two  men  are  not  to  be  settled  in  this 
action,  nor  are  the  facts  sufficiently  stated  to  enable  the  Court 
to  say,  with  confidence,  where  the  probable  equity  is.  It  is, 
however,  clear,  that  the  law  casts  upon  the  respondent  the 
burden  of  showing  the  payment  of  the  advance  to  libellaDt,  or 
to  his  authorized  agent ;  and  that  if  a  payment  to  a  third 
person  on  behalf  of  the  libellant  is  relied  upon,  the  authority 
of  such  third  person  to  receive  the  payment  in  the  name  of 
the  libellant  must  be  affirmatively  shown.  And  as  at  best, 
the  testimony  is  balanced  on  this  point,  the  respondent  must 
fail  in  this  defence. 
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Independently  of  that  consideration,  it  is  not  usual  to  re- 
verse the  judgment  passed  upon  matters  of  fact  by  a  tribunal 
or  officer,  having  had  opportunity  for  a  personal  examination 
of  witnesses  in  each  other's  presence.  A  Court,  reviewing 
the  evidence  as  reproduced  upon  paper,  possessis  but  imper* 
fectiy  the  means  of  determining  the  relative  credit  of  wit- 
nesses who  stsmd  in  conflict  as  to  facts ;  and  it  is  always  safer, 
when  the  preponderance  is  not  palpable,  to  rely  upon  the  dis* 
crimination  and  conclusions  made  by  those  who  have  seen 
and  heard  the  witnesses,  face  to  face,  than  to  attempt  to  set- 
tle that  point  by  weighing  the  written  report  of  the  testimony. 

Upon  both  of  these  considerations,  I  shall  adopt  the  decis* 
ion  of  the  commissioner  as  to  the  advance  due  to  the  libellant, 
and  shall  hold  that  the  exceptions  are  not  sustained. 

The  decree  will  therefore  be  as  follows : — 

Exceptions  to  the  report  of  the  commissioner  having  been 
taken  in  this  cause  on  the  part  of  the  respondent,  and  it  ap- 
pearing to  the  Court  that  the  testimony  before  the  commis- 
sioner, on  the  point  in  controversy,  was  in  direct  conflict,  and 
that  on  a  personal  examination  and  bearing  of  the  witnessesi 
he  gave  crodit  to  one  witness  and  discredited  the  opposing 
witness^  and  tt  not  appearing  that  the  collateral  facts  or  cir- 
cumstances afibrd  just  and  satisfactory  cause  for  changing 
the  decision  of  fact  made  by  the  commissioner : 

It  is  ordered  by  the  Court,  that  the  exceptions  taken  to  the 
report  filed  in  this  cause  be  disallowed  and  overruled,  with 
costs  to  be  taxed. 

The  cause  came  up  again  soon  after,  upon  an  appeal  taken 
by  the  respondent  firg^^ihe  taxation  of  costs  by  the  clerk,  un- 
der tiie  above  decr^iP  The  libellant  had  charged  and  pro- 
cured to  be  taxed  a  bill  of  f  17.25,  for  costs  of  reference,  inde- 
pendent of  the  f  12  allowed  the  libellant  in  summary  causes 
by  the  standing  rule  of  Court  t)ist.  Ct.  RuUs^  165,  176. 
The  respondent  appealed  from  that  taxation. 
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Betts,  J.  As  a  general  principle  of  practice,  a  reference  to 
a  commissioner  in  suits  for  wages  is  a  regular  and  necessary 
step  on  the  part  of  the  libellant  in  the  prosecution  of  the 
action.  The  Court  rarely  takes  the  account  between  the  sea- 
man and  th^  ship  to  determine  the  amount  due,  but  as  an 
ordinary  incident  to  the  suit,  the  computation  is  made  by  a 
commissioner,  and  if  a  reference  were  not  moved  for  by  the 
Ubellant,  it  would  usually  be  directed  by  the  Ck>urt  as  an 
essential  proceeding  in  the  cause. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  instances  may  occur  in  which 
the  reference  is  solely  on  the  motion  of  the  respondent  and 
for  his  benefit,  the  claim  of  the  libellant  being  definitely  ascer- 
tained  in  amount  by  tuB  proofs  upon  the  hearing.  In  such 
cases  the  Court  will,  upon  request,  modify  the  order  of  refer* 
ence,  making  it  one  granted  in  behalf  of  the  respondent,  and 
perhaps  adding,  also,  in  summary  cases,  a  provision,  that  the 
extra  costs  incurred  shall  be  defrayed  by  him.  This  is  within 
the  spirit  of  Rule  171  of  this  Court  in  respect  to  costs  in 
summary  actions,  which  imposes  on  the  party  obtaining  a 
privilege  the  special  costs  created  thereby. 

The  present  case  was  one  in  which  such  a  qualification  of 
the  usual  order  would  have  been  proper,  had  it  been  aSked  for 
at  the  time  the  order  was  granted.  Upon  the  minutes,  how* 
ever,  the  order  now  appears  to  have  been  moved  for  and  taken 
in  the  usual  mode;  and  under  such  circumstances,  in  my 
judgment,  the  libellant  is  only  entitled  to  a  single  bill  of  costs, 
and  such  bill,  in  summary  actions,  is  limited  to  $12,  exclu- 
sive of  disbursements.  Dist  Gt.  Rules,  176.  The  reference, 
like  an  assessment  by  the  derk  or  jury  of  inquiry  in  common- 
law  procedures,  becomes  an  incideniMo  the  cause,  to  be 
•charged  for  as  an  item  in  the  general  vni  of  costs.  There  is 
nothing  before  me  in  these  proceedings  which  will  justify 
treating  this  case  as  an  exception  to  the  general  rule,  and  the 
objection  taken  to  the  allowance  of  the  expenses  of  the  refer- 
ence, independent  of  the  costs  of  the  cause,  must  accordingly 
prevail 
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The  cause  came  before  the  Court  for  tiiie  third  time,  a  few 
days  later,  upon  a  motion  for  execution  against  the  stipulator, 
based  upon  an  affidavit  of  one  of  the  proctors,  that  execution 
on  the  final  decree  h€ui  issued  against  the  respondent,  and 
bad  been  returned  unsatisfied* 

Alansan  Nashf  for  the  motion. 

W.  R,  Beeb€j  in  opposition,  contended  that  an  order  to 
show  caiaae  should  have  been  obtained  and  served  upon  the 
stipulator,  and  that  for  want  of  such  notice,  this  proceeding 
was  irregcdar. 

Bbtts,  J.  The  practice  of  the  District  Court,  in  such 
oases,  has  been  weU  understood  and  settied,  under  the  stand- 
ing rules  of  the  Court  Bettys  Adm.  iV.  27.  After  final 
decree  against  the  principal,  an  ordet  may  be  teken,  as  of 
course,  requiring  the  stipulator  to  fulfil  his  stipulation,  or 
show  cause  in  four  days  why  execution  should  not  issue 
against  him.  This  order  is  to  be  served  upon  the  proctor  of 
the  priAcipal  party,  and  if  no  cause  be  shown,  pursuant  to 
its  direction,  a  summary  decree  is  rendered,  and  execution 
awarded  thereon  against  the  stipulator.    Dist  CL  RtUes^  145. 

The  rules  of  the  Supreme  Court  place  the  principal  and 
his  surety  upon  bond  or  stipulation,  given  on  an  arrest  i» 
personam,  upon  the  same  footing.  The  engagement  of  the 
stipulator  is,  that  the  principal  party  shall  appear  in  the  suit 
and  abide  by  all  the  orders  of  the  Court  made  in  the  cause, 
whether  interlocutory  or  final,  and  that  he  shall  pa^  into 
Court  the  money  awarded  by  the  final  decree.  And  upon 
such  bond  or  stipulation,  summary  process  of  execution  may 
and  shall  be  issued  against  the  principal  and  sureties^  to 
enforce  the  final  decree  so  rendered.     Sup.  CU  BmUsj  3. 

These  stipulations  may  be  taken  by  the  marshal,  or  before 
a  judge  or  a  commissioner.     Sup.  Ct.  Ridesy  3,  5. 

In  the  present  case,  the  surety  executed  a  bond  to  the  mar* 

6* 
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shal,  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  Rule  3  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
The  effect  of  the  bond,  and  the  remedy  upon  it,  must  accord- 
ingly  be  determined  by  the  true  import  of  that  rule.  It  seems 
to  me  manifest  that  the  Court  designed  by  the  rule  to  place 
the  surety  precisely  in  the  situation  of  the  principal,  regard- 
ing his  engagement  a  legal  assumption  of  the  responsibility 
of  the  respondent.  The  final  decree  is  to  be  enforced  against 
both,  by  summary  process  of  execution,  and  accordingly,  the 
method  by  which  the  process  against  the  principal  is  ob- 
tained, is  the  proper  one  to  be  pursued  in  procuring  it  against 
the  surety  also. 

As  an  order  to  show  cause  is  not  required  in  the  District 
Court  in  respect  to  the  principal,  but  execution  is  awarded 
by  an  order  as  of  course,  the  distinction  of  procedure  which 
before  obtained  in  that  Court  in  respect  to  the  surety,  is  abro- 
gated by  this  rule  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  one  order  is  all 
that  is  necessary.  The  same  award  which  grants  execution 
on  the  decree,  grants  it  as  respects  all  parties  bound  by  it ; 
and  as  that  order  may  be  summary,  it  of  course  may  be 
founded  upon  the  decree  itself,  without  any  intermediate 
steps  or  notice.  The  term  summary  proceeding'^  imports  a 
step  taken  by  the  direct  action  of  the  Court,  and  unless  reg- 
ulated by  some  condition  or  qualification  of  law,  it  will  be 
firee  from  delay  or  formalities.  As  summary  arrests  and 
summary  judgments  or  decrees  are,  in  contemplation  of  law, 
independent  of  the  checks  and  formalities  attendant  upon 
ordinary  proceedings  of  like  character ;  so,  also,  a  summary 
execution  must  be  considered  as  the  immediate  award  of  that 
process  after  final  decree  rendered,  and  as  subject  to  no  other 
condition  than  that  it  be  directed  by  the  Court 

The  rule  of  the  Supreme  Court  is  not  limited  to  the  grant- 
ing a  power  to  give  summary  execution  as  a  favor ;  it  is  im- 
perative upon  all  the  courts.  They  are  required  to  issue  the 
process  against  principal  and  sureties  to  enforce  the  final 
decree. 
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The  libeUant  is  accordingly  now  entitled  to  that  process 
npoQ  this  motion.  He  ought,  however,  to  have  taken  the 
order  for  it  together  with  that  obtained  against  the  principal, 
and  the  order  now  made  mast  be  without  costs. 


The  Flash. 

The  master  of  a  New  York  vessel  contracted,  at  the  port  of  New  York,  to  trans- 
port a  cargo  across  the  East  River  to  Brooklyn, — a  voyage  less  than  a  mile  in 
length,  bat  across  tide  waters.  He  took  a  part  of  the  caigo  on  board,  but  after- 
wards refused  to  take  on  the  residue,  or  to  deliver  that  already  laden. 

Hdd,  That  an.  action  in  rem  would  lie  both  for  the  refusal  to  receive  on  board 
and  the  refusal  to  deliver ;  notwithstanding  that  the  contract  was  made  in  the 
home  port,  and  for  a  voyage  of  so  local  a  character,  and  notwithstanding  that 
only  a  portion  of  the  goods  were  received  on  board. 

By  the  general  law  maritime,  the  vessel  is  bound  to  the  shipper  for  the  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  of  affreightment  made  with  the  master,  whether  by  charter- 
party,  by  bill  of  lading,  or  by  paroL 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem^  by  William  Churchill  against  the 
schooner  Flash,  to  recover  damages  for  the  non-fulfilment  of 
a  contract  of  affireightment. 

The  libel  alleged  that  an  agreement  was  made  by  the  mas- 
ter of  the  schooner  with  the  libeUant,  to  take  on  board  the 
vessel,  at  her  wharf  in  this  city,  a  cargo  of  bricks,  thirty-five 
thousand  in  number,  and  to  transport  them  over  tide  waters, 
— ^namely,  across  the  East  River  to  the  city  of  Brooklyn, — for 
a  stipulated  fireight ;  that  the  vessel  received  on  board  eight 
thousand  of  the  bricks ;  that  the  master  had  refused  to  deliver 
such  part  to  the  libellant,  pursuant  to  the  shipping  contract ; 
and  that  he  left  on  the  wharf  in  the  city  of  New  York  the 
residue  of  said  cargo,  which  had  been  delivered  there  by  the 
libellant,  ready  to  be  taken  on  board,  and  had  refused  to 
receive  and  transport  them  according  to  the  contract  of 
aflBreightment 
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The  claimant,  who  was  the  owner  of  the  vessel,  demuned 
to  the  libel  upon  two  grounds : — 

1.  That  the  Court  had  not  jurisdiction  to  enforce,  in  remj 
an  agreement  to  take  and  carry  freight. 

2.  That  the  master  of  a  domestic  vessel  had  no  authority 
to  bind  her  while  in  her  home  port,  upon  a  contract  like  the 
one  here  set  up. 

The  cause  now  came  before  the  Court  on  the  demurrer. 

T.  B.  Scales  for  chdmant. 

I.  The  ship  is  tacitly  hypothecated  for  the  obligations  coU' 
tracted  by  the  master,  only  ^<  when  acting  in  the  quality  of 
master,  and  vrithin  the  scope  of  his  authority  as  such."  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  to  proceed  against  the  ship  in 
specie,  on  the  ground  that  she  is  security  for  the  merchant 
who  lades  goods  on  board,  is  altogether  denied  in  England. 
Abbott  on  Shipp.  161.  It  is  recognized  here  under  certain 
restrictions,  but  conceded  to  be  "  entirely  due  to  modem  in- 
vention." The  Rebecca,  Ware^  200.  But  all  the  cases  upon 
this  subject  are  for  injuries  done  to  the  cargo  during  the  voy- 
age. CleiraCy  c.  58,  63,  259.  See  the  cases  collected  in  Afr- 
boU  on  Shipp.  ed.  1846, 161,  note.  No  lien  exists  for  a  refu^ 
sal  to  take  the  mercfumdise  on  board  the  ship^  nor  for  a  refusal 
to  perform  the  voyage  after  the  merchandise  has  been  taken 
on  board 

IL  Conceding  that  the  vessel  could  be  bound  for  damages 
arising  firom  a  refusal  to  perform  a  contract  to  convey  goods, 
this  libel  does  not  show  a  contract  binding  upon  the  owners ; 
and  it  is  only  a  contract  binding  upon  the  owners  which  cre< 
ates  a  lien  upon  the  vesseL  The  Waldo,  4  Law  Rep.  382 ; 
The  Casco,  lb.  471. 

1.  The  libel  alleges  a  contract  to  transport  a  quantity  of 
bricks,  made  with  the  master,  in  the  home  port  of  the  owners 
which  "  is  not  incident  to  his  general  authority  as  mast^,  nor 
can  it  be  presumed,  under  such  circumstances,  as  an  ordinary 
superadded  agency."     The  Schooner  Tribime,  3  Smm.  150. 
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2.  There  is,  moreover,  no  allegation  in  this  libel  that  the 
contract  was  made  with  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
owners,  nor  are  any  circumstances  shown  firom  which  the 
inference  can  be  drawn  that  it  was  with  their  approbation,  or 
that  he  had  any  authority  to  make  it,  or  that  they  subse- 
quently assented  to  it.  On  the  contrary,  the  libel  expressly 
avers  that  the  owners  dissented,  and  refused  to  affirm  or  per- 
form the  contract  alleged  to  have  been  made  with  the  master ; 
this  is  the  very  gravamen  of  the  complaint. 

William  Jay  Haskett^  for  libellant,  contended  that  the  vessel 
was  bound  in  rem,  both  by  the  failure  to  deliver  the  portion 
of  cargo  taken  on  board,  and  for  the  failure  to  perform  the 
contract  as  to  that  which  was  not  taken  on  board.  Abbott  on 
Shipp.  161,  and  notes ;  The  Rebecca,  Ware,  189, 193 ;  The 
Phebe,  lb.  263 ;  The  Paragon,  lb.  322 ;  The  Volunteer,  1 
&smn.  551 ;  The  Reeside,  lb.  567. 

Betts,  J.  By  the  jnaritime  law,  an  affireightment  of  goods 
on  board  a  vessel  operated  reciprocally  as  a  tacit  pledge  or 
mortgage  of  the  vessel  to  the  shipper  for  the  conveyance  and 
delivery  of  the  goods  according  to  the  contract,  and  of  the 
goods  themselves  to  the  ship  to  secure  payment  of  the  freight 
earned.  AbboU  on  Shipp.  160 ;  3  Kent,  162.  The  lien  to 
the  shipper  arises  alike,  whether  the  contract  of  affreightment 
be  by  charter-party,  by  bill  of  lading,  or  by  parol.  This  prin- 
ciple is  fully  discussed  in  the  case  of  the  Rebecca,  Ware,  88. 
That  case  shows  very  satisfactorily  that  the  obscurity  which 
is  to  be  found  in  the  English  system  of  Admiralty  law  upon 
this  subject  is  attributable,  not  to  any  doubt  of  the  existence 
of  a  lien  upon  the  vessel  for  the  performance  of  the  contract 
of  afGreightment,  but  to  the  fact  that  the  courts  of  common 
law  in  that  country  have  assiduously  interposed  to  restrain 
the  Court  of  Admiralty  from  taking  cognizance  of  the  con- 
tract And  by  a  full  examination  of  the  continental  author- 
ities, both  ancient  and  modern,  it  is  shown  to  be  an  estab- 
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lished  principle  of  the  general  law  maritime,  that  the  vessel  is 
liable  in  rem  for  the  performance  of  the  contract  of  affreight- 
ment entered  into  by  the  master.  See,  also,  The  Phebey 
Warey  263 ;  The  Paragon,  lb.  322.  These  views  axe  folly 
supported,  so  far  as  relates  to  foreign  voyages  upon  the  high 
seas,  by  other  authorities,  which  clearly  show  that  the  hiring 
of  the  vessel,  or  of  any  portion  of  her  for  a  voyage,  or  an 
agreement  for  transportation  of  goods  by  her  upon  the  high 
seas,  binds  her  to  the  fulfilment  of  the  contract,  and  this, 
whether  it  be  evidenced  by  charter-party,  by  bill  of  lading,  or 
by  verbal  agreement  only.  The  Volunteer,  1  Sumn.  551 ; 
The  Reeside,  2  lb.  667 ;  The  Tribune,  3  lb.  144 ;  The  Wal- 
do, 4  Law  Rep.  382 ;  The  Casco,  lb.  471. 

This  principle  does  not  require,  as  was  contended  by  tiie 
counsel  upon  the  argument,  that  the  goods  should  actually  be 
on  board  the  vessel,  to  raise  the  lien.  There  are,  indeed, 
many  classes  of  liens  which  rest  upon  possession,  actual  or 
constructive,  as  their  basis.  If  the  basis  of  a  lien  claimed 
upon  such  contract  rested  in  a  figurative  possession  of  the 
vessel,  imparted  to  the  shipper  by  lading  hb  goods  on  board, 
there  would  be  force  in  the  argument,  that  no  lien  was 
acquired  until  the  actual  lading  of  the  goods  was  accom- 
plished. But  such  is  not  the  principle  firom  which  the  liabil- 
ity of  the  vessel  is  deduced.  It  is  grounded  upon  the  authority 
of  the  master  to  contract  for  the  employment  of  the  vessel, 
and  upon  the  general  doctrine  of  the  maritime  law,  that  the 
vessel  is  bodily  answerable  for  such  contracts  of  the  master 
made  for  her  benefit. 

Had  the  undertaking,  then,  in  this  case,  been  for  af&reight* 
ment  to  the  West  Indies  or  to  New  Orleans,  the  case  would 
have  come  within  the  doctrine  of  the  maritime  law,  clearly 
established  by  the  decisions  and  elementary  writers — ^the  con- 
tract being  a  positive  contract  of  affreightment,  and  not  a 
mere  agreement  leading  to  such  contract 

It  is  contended,  however,  that  the  present  case  does  not 
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come  within  the  scope  of  the  doctrine  above  laid  down,  for 
the  reason  that  the  contract  was  entered  into  by  the  master 
on  behaK  of  the  vessel,  at  her  home  port,  where,  it  is  urged 
he  has  no  power  to  bind  the  vessel  by  any  such  agreement. 

The  authority  of  the  master,  at  her  home  port,  to  make 
engagements  for  a  vessel  in  the  course  of  her  ordinary  em- 
ployment, is  always  impUed.  To  relieve  the  vessel  from 
responsibility  upon  such  engagements,  the  dissent  of  the 
owner  must  be  shown.  Ourtis^s  Merch.  Seam.  168 ;  Abbott 
on  Skipp*  156,  159,  and  note;  The  Greneral  Interest  Insur- 
ance Company  v.  Ruggles,  12  Wheat.  400.  It  is  true  that  this 
presumed  authority  has  been  said  not  to  extend  so  far  as  to 
authorize  the  master  to  make  a  charter  of  the  vessel  at  her 
home  port  The  Tribune,  3  Sumn.  144.  But  if  this  distinc- 
tion is  sound,  it  does  not  affect  the  application  of  the  princi* 
pie  to  the  present  case,  which  is  a  contract  to  receive  and 
carry  cargo  under  the  charge  of  her  master,  and  not  a  letting 
of  her  out  of  his  possession.  If,  therefore,  this  had  been  a 
sea-going  vessel,  and  the  contract  had  related  to  a  foreign 
voyage,  the  authorities  would,  in  my  opinion,  leave  no  ground 
on  which  the  claimant  could  contest  the  liability  of  the  ves- 
sel, as  well  for  the  refusal  to  take  on  board  the  portion  of 
cargo  left  behind  as  for  the  failure  to  deliver  that  which  she 
carried  out 

The  controversy  upon  this  point  is  no  doubt  induced  by 
the  peculiar  character  of  the  undertaking  of  the  master  and  of 
the  employment  of  the  vessel.  She  was,  it  seems,  engaged 
in  the  carriage  of  cargoes  from  the  city  of  New  York  to  land- 
ing places  at  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  running  merely  across  the 
river  or  bay,  and  probably  making  no  trips  exceeding  a  mile 
in  distance.  The  pleadings,  however,  present  the  facts  that 
this  was  a  contract  for  a  maritime  service,  to  be  performed  by 
a  vessel  upon  tide  waters,  and  that  the  master  having  taken 
on  board  a  part  of  the  cargo,  refused  to  receive  the  rest,  and 
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also  detains  on  board  and  refuses  to  deUyer,  according  to  the 
contract  of  affreightment^  the  portion  taken  on  board. 

The  distance  of  transportation  or  the  danger  of  navigation 
is  nowhere  declared  an  element  essential  to  the  liability  of 
the  vessel  upon  a  contract  of  affireightment. 

An  undertaking  to  carry  a  cargo  to  ports  or  places  up  the 
Sound,  or  to  Staten  Island  or  Rockaway,  would  be  subject 
to  the  same  objection.  Neither  of  these  trips  would  be  a 
foreign  voyage.  The  decisions  upon  this  subject  rest  upon 
principles  which  render  them  applicable  as  well  to  that  spe- 
cies of  carriage  as  to  any  other  kind  of  coastwise  navigation. 
In  this  Court  it  has  been  repeatedly  decided,  that  vessels 
engaged  in  navigating  the  Sound,  or  the  tide  waters  of  the 
harbor,  or  of  the  North  River,  have  become  subject  to  the 
rules  of  maritime  laws,  applicable  to  those  engaged  in  voy- 
ages to  other  States  or  upon  the  high  seas.  This  may  be 
regarded  as  in  effect  determined,  in  the  recent  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  Waring  v.  Clarke, 
5  How.  441.  And  it  is  understood,  that  in  so  far  as  the  juris- 
diction  in  rem  of  the  Admiralty  courts  is  concerned,  that  Court 
also  held,  in  the  case  of  The  New  Jersey  Steam  Navigation 
Company  v.  The  Merchants'  Bank  of  Boston,^  (argued  at  the 
same  term,  but  ordered  to  re-argument  upon  the  question  of 
jurisdiction  in  personanij)  that  Admiralty  jurisdiction,  in  cases 
of  contract,  is  not  determined  in  this  country  as  in  England, 
by  the  mere  matter  of  locality,  but  obtains  wherever  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  contract  is  of  a  maritime  character* 

Upon  these  grounds  I  think  that  the  libel,  upon  its  face, 
shows  an  adequate  cause  of  action  in  rem.  The  demurrer  is 
accordingly  overruled,  with  costs.^ 


1  Since  reported,  6  How.  344. 

3  The  caase  came  again  before  the  Court,  for  final  hearing,  in  January, 
1848,  and  the  proceedings  then  had  are  reported,  post,  under  that  date. 
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Ths    MpXEY. 

An  mjiir7  ^pceived  by  a  vessel  at  her  moorings,  hi  consequence  of  being  Tiolendy 
nibbed  or  pressed  against  by  a  second  vessel  lying  alongside  of  her,  in  oons^- 
qinenee  of  a  oolUsioii  against  such  second  veesel  by  a  tlurd  one  under  way,  may 
be  compensated  (or  under  the  general  head  of  collision,  as  well  as  an  iigury 
which  18  the  direct  result  of  a  blow  properly  so  called. 

Bat  to  entitle  the  injured  vessel  to  recover  against  her  stationary  neighbor,  under 
such  circnmstanees,  instead  of  against  her  who  was  the  original  causa  of  the 
aoeiden^  such  statioDary  vessel  moat  be  proved  to  have  been  in  fault. 

The  rale  of  mutual  contribution  is  not  applied  to  cases  of  accidental  collision  from 
physical  causes  for  which  neither  vessel  is  to  blame ;  but  each  vessel  in  such 
case  must  bear  her  own  loss. 

This  was  a  libel  m  rem,  by  Abner  and  John  H.  Davis, 
owners  of  the  barge  New  London,  against  the  brig  Moxey 
and  the  schooner  Ayenger,  to  recover  damages  for  a  colliaion 
between  those  vessels  and  the  New  London. 

The  libel  stated,  that  on  November  19,  1846,  the  barge 
New  London,  owned  by  libeUants,  was  lying  in  one  of  the 
dips  in  the  port  of  New  York,  engaged  in  delivering  her  cargo, 
and  that  she  was  well  seemed  to  the  wharf,  well  manned,  &c. 
That  on  I2ie  same  day,  the  schooner  Avenger  lay  at  the  end 
of  the  pier  to  which  the  New  London  was  secured ;  and  the 
brig  Moxey  lay  within  the  slip,  alongside  of  the  New  Lon- 
don,  and  quartering  on  her  bow,  and  was  fastened  to  the  pier 
by  one  line  from  the  bow,  another  line  from  the  stem,  which 
latter  line  passed  across  the  New  London,  and  by  a  third  line 
ftistened  to  the  New  London.  That  during  the  night  a  storm 
arose,  and  the  Avenger,  being  carelessly  and  negligently  faa« 
tened  to  the  pier,  broke  loose  from  her  moorings  and  floated 
aronnd  into  the  slip  and  alongside  of  the  Moxey.  That  the 
Moxey,  being  negligently  and  carelessly  fastened  to  the 
wharf,  and,  in  particular,  not  having  a  line  carried  to  the 
pier  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  sUp,  as  in  snch  weather  she 
onght  to  have  had,  was,  by  the  collision  of  the  Avenger, 
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driven  against  the  New  London,  whereby,  and  by  being 
thrown  up  and  down  between  the  brig  and  the  wharf,  by  th^ 
surging  of  the  water,  she  received  much  danfage. 

The  answer  denied  all  the  charges  of  carelessnesa  or  negli- 
gence; and  averred  that  the  Moxey  was  well  meSined  and 
well  and  properly  secured ;  and  that  she  had  taken  the  posi- 
tion occupied  by  her  at  the  request  of  those  in  charge  of  the 
New  London,  to  accommodate  them  in  delivering  her  cai^o ; 
and  that  every  means  was  taken  at  the  time  of  the  collision 
by  those  in  charge  of  her,  to  avoid  injuring  the  New  London. 
The  answer  also  charged,  that  the  New  London  was  old  and 
decayed,  and  that  any  injury  which  she  suffered  was  ascrib- 
able,  not  to  any  neglect,  or  want  of  care  or  skill  on  the  part  of 
the  master  and  crew  of  the  Moxey,  but  to  her  own  decayed 
and  unsound  condition. 

The  libel  was  originally  filed  against  both  the  Moxey  and 
the  Avenger ;  but  upon  exceptions  taken  to  the  libel,  it  was 
held  by  the  Court,  that  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  charged  in 
the  libel  that  the  collision  complained  of  was  the  joint  act  of 
the  two  vessels,  or  that  it  was  made  by  them  at  the  same 
time,  or  that  they  were  under  charge  of  the  same  crew  or  per- 
sons, or  that  the  injury  inflicted  was  upon  the  same  part  of 
the  vessel  of  libellants,  the  libellants  were  not  entitled  to  pro- 
ceed against  the  two  vessels  conjointly  in  one  a.ction,  but 
must  elect  to  sue  either  the  Moxey  or  the  Avenger.  In  pur- 
suance of  this  decision,  the  suit  was  discontinued  as  against 
the  Avenger,  and  the  libellants  proceeded  against  the  Moxey 
alone.  The  cause  now  came  before  the  Courf  upon  the 
proofs  taken  against  her. 

So  far  as  the  decision  of  the  case  turned  upon  matters  of 
fact,  the  opinion  of  the  Court  shows  how  far  the  respective 
allegations  of  the  parties  were  regarded  as  sustained  by  the 
proofs. 

&  P.  Nash^  for  libellants. 

I.  By  the  general  principles  of  maritime  law,  the  vessel 
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liaviog  the  greatest  facilities  of  moYement  is  regarded  as 
gaaity  of  negligence  if  she  does  not  employ  those  facilities 
for  the  protection  of  oth^  vessels.  Starg  on  Bailm,  §§  611 
and  611  b ;  AbboU  on  Skipp.  234.  Here  the  Mozey  lay  out- 
side and  was  moved  by  sails.  The  barge  was  a  tow-vessel, 
having  no  self-moving  power;  and  she  moreover  lay  inside, 
where  she  conld  not  be  moved  out  of  danger.  She  was  also' 
tbe  weakest  vessel  Under  snch  circumstances,  the  burden 
of  proof  is  thrown  upon  the  Moxey,  to  free  herself  from  the 
piesamption  of  negligence ;  and  it  does  not  devolve  upon  the 
New  London  to  prove  her  guilty  of  it. 

IL  The  fact  that  the  New  London  vcras  unsound  could 
have  no  bearing^on  her  right  to  an  indemnity ;  it  could  only 
affect  the  amoimt  of  damages.  A  vessel  has  a  right  to  be 
jHTotected  in  her  lawfol  position,  whether  she  is  sound  or  un- 


Edwin  BuTTy  for  the  claimants. 

L  This  is  not  a  case  of  collision.    That  term  always  im- 
plies a  movement  of  one  vessel  through  the  water,  and  a 
striking  against  another,  causing  injury  to  her.    2   Condjfs 
Marsh.  Jk$.  431.     The  barge,  in  this  case,  was  moved  up  an^^ 
down  by  the  surging  ^^e  water,  and  was  thus  injured.   Tn^ 
damage  in  no  way  rej^kd  from  any  friult  or  negligence  in 
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n.  Prijnd  faciei  the  injury  is  from  the  act  of  Gtod,  and  the 
libeUant  must  show  a  strong  case  of  fault  in  the  claimants,  to 
rid  himself  of  this  conclusion  and  render  the  brig  liable. 

IIL  In  'ordinary  cases  of  collision,  the  libeUant  must  he 
held  to  strict  proof  that  the  injury  was  caused  by  a  breach  of 
Bome  nautical  rule  or  usage  on  the  part  of  the  crew  of  the 
brig,  or  some  want  of  ordinary  nautical  skill,  without  such 
breach  or  n^lect  on  the  part  of  the  libeUants.  Story  on 
BaibiL  §  611,  In  all  cases  of  collision,  the  libeUant  must 
prove  that  the  injuries  complained  of  resulted  frooo^  the  fault 
of  the  defendant,  there  being  no  want  of  ordinary  caie  on  his 
own  part    Abbott  on  Shipp.  238. 
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jamming  of  the  two  TesselB  in  the  severity  of  tiie  Btotm.  In* 
deed,  the  evidence  tenders  it  qnite  probable,  that  the  efforts  to 
protect  the  barge  in  this  way  led  to  her  injury,  as  it  would 
seem  .she  was  principally  damaged  at  the  pmnts  where  fen* 
ders  had  been  placed  against  her* 

In  regard  to  the  second  point,  wherein  it  is  asserted  that 
tiie  brig  was  culpably  negligent  in  omitting  to  carry  a  line  to 
the  opposite  pier,  the  city  ordinances  prohibit  ranning  linee 
in  this  manner  across  the  opening  of  slips ;  ( Ord.  of  N.Y. 
CUy^  1839,)  bnt  if  it  had  been  lawful  to  use  one  in  the  emef>* 
gency  of  the  case,  it  was  as  much  the  duty  of  the  libellants 
as  of  the  claimants  to  take  tiiat  precaution.  This  was  not  a 
common  culpable  act,  conducing  to  the  collision,  but  a  ma* 
tual  omission  to  do  an  act  on  shore  which  might  have  pre* 
vented  or  lessened  the  injury,  and  neither  party  can  make  tiie 
other  responsible  to  him  for  such  an  omission. 

Two  circumstances  are  to  be  regarded  :-^ 

1.  The  brig  was  entitled  by  the  law  of  the  port,  to  the  berth 
she  occupied ;  she  had  entered  it  without  injuring  the  barge^ 
and  was  secured  there  by  the  usual  and  competent  &stening8* 
When,  therefore,  the  peril  of  this  storm  came  upon  them,  the 
barge  had  no  right  to  require  the  brig  to  leave  the  slip,  or 
to  change  her  position,  unless  it  be  deariy  shown  that  the 
change  could  have  been  made  at  the  time  and  ond^  the  cir- 
cumstances, without  hasard  to  her. 

2.  The  Avenger,  another  vessel,  was  driven  ftotn  her  fas* 
tening  and  into  this  slip  against  the  brig  by  the  gale ;  and 
as  the  wind  crowded  her  directly  upon  the  biig,  and  thereby 
increased  the  pressure  of  that  vessel  against  the  barge,  the 
damage  incurred  by  the  latter  would  be  attributable  to  the 
Avenger,  het  action  being  the  direct  cause  of  the  injury.  In 
legal  contemplation,  she  was  in  fault  in  taking  a  berth  in  an 
insecure  place,  or  in  not  using  fastenings  sufficient  to  hold 
her  there,  and  adequate  to  protect  he  from  being  driven  off 
by  the  storm. 
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The  brig  has  no  connection  with  that  jhult ;  and  in  so  far 
as  she  participated  in  the  injury  inflicted  npon  the  barge,  the 
ccdlision  was  by  vis  major j  without  negligence  or  blame  on  her 
side,  and  the  loss  must  be  borne  where  it  falls.    3  Kent,  231. 

Although  the  rule  of  mutual  contribution  may  be  adopted 
by  our  ccrarts  in  cases  of  loss  by  collision  at  sea  or  in  port, 
oecorring  by  accident  or  through  the  mutual  fault  of  both 
vessels,  there  would  be  no  reason  for  applying  it  where  there 
was  no  common  fault,  and  where  the  management  of  the  two 
'Vessels  in  taking  their  positions  in  relation  to  each  other  was 
by  mutual  agreement.  On  the  contrary,  where  damage  is 
incunred  without  fault  on  the  part  of  either  vessel,  and  by 
some  irresistible  force  constituting  a  case  pf  t^  major  or  in- 
evitable accident,  the  loss  must  be  borne  by  the  party  upon 
whom  it  happens  to  fall,  the  other  not  being  responsible  to 
him  in  any  degree.  By  the  maritime  law  of  both  England 
and  the  United  States,  where  a  collision  happens  by  inevit- 
able accident  and  without  fault  of  either  vessel,  each  must 
bear  the  damage  received  by  her,  whatever  it  may  be,  and 
has  no  claim  upon  the  other  for  contribution.'  The  Wood- 
top  Sims,  2  Dods.  85 ;  The  Catherine  of  Dover,  2  Hogg.  154 ; 
The  Shannon  and  Placidia,  7  Jnr.  380 ;  The  Ebenezer,  7  Jar. 
1118 ;  S.  C.  2  W.  Rob.  206  ;  Reeves  v.  The  Constitution, 
CfUp.  579 ;  The  EUza  and  Abby,  1  Blatchf.  if-  B.  435  ;  AbboU 
on  Shipp.  238 ;  Story  on  Bailm,  §  608  and  note  2 ;  3  KenPs 
Cbmm.  231. 

In  my  opinion  the  action  cannot  be  sustained,  and  the  libel ' 
must  be  dismissed  with  costs  to  be  taxed. 


1  This  rule  lias  sined  been  Uud  down  b^*  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  in  Stunback  v.  Bae,  14  How.  6S2.  The  same  principle  appears  to  be 
recognized  in  Scotland.  Tunes  v.  Glass,  4  Murr.  167.  By  the  law  of  other 
maritime  States,  however,  the  aggregate  damage  to  both  vessels  incurred 
through  a  collision  for  which  neither  was  to  blame,  is  apportioned  equally 
between  them. 
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Where  there  is  no  provision  in  the  contract  of  affreightment  varying  the  liability 
of  the  common  carrier,  he  can  only  relieve  himself  from  liability  for  injury  to 
goods  intmsted  to  him,  by  proving  that  it  was  tha  result  of  some  nataral  and 
inevitable  necessity  superior  to  all  human  agency  or  control,  or  of  a  force  esLeited 
by  a  public  enemy. 

A  delay  of  the  master  to  present  to  the  custom-house  officers  at  the  port  of  con- 
signment a  proper  manifest,  by  which  delay  the  owner  of  goods  shipped  on 
board  is  unable  to  pass  them  through  the  custom-house,  is  a  neglect  of  his  doty 
as  a  master,  for  which  the  vessel  is  responsible. 

Where  libellant  contracted  with  the  master  in  a  foreign  port  for  a  passage  to  this 
country,  and  paid  a  part  of  his  passage-money  in  advance,  but  the  master  failed 
to  fulfil  his  contract,  and  libellant  was  obliged  in  consequence  to  take  passage  in 
another  vessel, — Hdd,  that  the  vessel  was  responsible  for  the  fulfilment  of  the 
agreement ;  and  that  the  libellant  was  entitled  to  recover  from  her  the  passage- 
money  paid  in  advance,  the  expenses  incurred  by  him  in  awaiting  the  sailing  of 
another  8hip,«nd  the  sum  paid  by  him  to  such  second  vessel  for  his  passage  in  her. 
• 

This  was  a  libel  filed  by  Henry  J.  Can  against  the  bark 
l^nobia  in  rem,  and  also  in  personam  against  her  master, 
A.  B.  Cronstadt. 

The  case  was  brought  before  the  Court  in  July,  1847,  upon 
a  motion  by  the  master  to  require  the  libellant  to  elect  be- 
tween the  two  remedies  sought  by  him,  and  upon  exceptions 
filed  by  the  owner,  as  claimant,  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 
and  to  the  form  of  the  libel.  The  decision  of  the  Court  upon 
the  questions  then  raised,  is  reported  ante,  48.  The  cause  now 
.  came  up  for  final  hearing  upon  the  proofs. 

As  the  case  was  peculiar  in  its  character,  and  as  the  libel 
was  required  to  be  reformed  in  its  construction,  and  when 
reformed  was  prosecuted  to  judgment  without  further  objection 
to  its  structure,  the  Ubel  is  now  inserted  in  fulL 

The  libel  of  Henry  J.  Carr,  of  the  city  of  New  York,  against 
the  Swedish  bark  Zenobia,  her  owners,  and  Auguste  R.  Cron- 
stadt,  master  thereof,  in  a  cause  civil  and  maritime  of  con* 
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tract  as  against  said  vessel  and  owners,  and  of  tort  or  damage 
against  said  master,  respectfiilly  shows  t^^ 

That  for  the  last  six  years  previous  to  the  month  of  Decem- 
ber last,  yonr  libellant  has  been  a  resident  merchant  in  Hong 
Kong,  China.  That  in  the  month  of  November  last  yonr  libel*> 
knt  having  determined  to  return  with  his  family  to  the  United 
States  to  reside,  yonr  libellant  chartered,  at  Hong  Kong,  a 
^^lorchar,"  or  small  schooner,  at  an  expense  of  $40,  being  the 
usual  means  and  rate  of  travelling  in  China,  and  came  down 
to  Whampoa,  a  distance  of  some  ninety  miles,  to  secure  a 
passage  for  your  libellant  and  his  family,  consisting  of  a  wife 
and  infant  child,  to  the  port  and  city  of  New  York  That  on 
arriving  at  Whampoa  your  libellant  found  the  Swedish  bark 
Zenobia,  whereof  Auguste  R.  Cronstadt  was  master,  the  first 
vessel  up  for  the  port  of  New  York  from  Whampoa ;  and 
thereupon,  on  the  14tii  day  of  November,  1846,  your  Ubellant 
shipped  on  board  of  said  bark  Zenobia  eight  cases  of  meiw 
diandise,  seven  marked  L.  E.  C»,  Nos.  1,  2, 3,  4,  5,  6, 7,  and 
one  case  marked  F.,  No.  8,  for  which  shipment  the  mate  <A 
said  bark,  H.  'Brandt,  gave  your  libellant  his  receipt ;  also, 
three  oihet  cases  of  baggage  and  a  chest  of  drawers,  which 
contained  the  sum  of  $2,500,  for  which  cases  said  mate  gave 
your  libellant  his  receipt  in  the  Swedish  language.  That 
asfter  putting  on  board  of  said  bark  the  wearing  apparel  of 
yoai  lib^ant  and  his  family,  your  libellant  also  paid,  on  the 
said  Novemb^  14, 1846,  to  the  said  A.  R.  Cronstadt,  master 
of  said  bark,  the  sum  of  $150,  as  one  half  of  the  passage* 
tnoney  tot  your  Ubellant  and  his  family,  from  Canton  to  New 
York,  and  took  from  said  master  his  receipt  therefor.  That 
the  said  master  tiiereupon  informed  your  libellant  that  said 
bark  would  not  sail  from  Whampoa  before  the  1st  of  Decern- 
b^  follovdng,  and  that  he  would  advise  your  libellant,  by 
letter,  of  the  time  of  his  sailing,  l^at  your  libellant  there* 
Upon  returned  to  Hong  Kong  for  his  family ;  and  on  the  21st 
day  of  Novemb^  last  your  libellant  received  a  letter  from  the 
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said  A.  R.  Cronstadt,  dated  the  18th  of  November,  stating 
that  he  should  sail  with  said  bark  from  Whampoa  on  the 
28th  of  November ;  and  on  the  next  day,  the  22d  of  Novemr 
ber,  your  libeUant  received  another  letter  from  said  A«  B. 
Cronstadt,  dated  the  19th^  stating  that  he  had  written  a  letter 
on  the  18th,  but  lest  it  might  not  have  been  forwarded  prop- 
erly, he  repeated  its  contents,  namely,  that  he  should  so  sail 
from  Whampoa  on  the  28th  of  November* 

That  thereupon  your  libeUant  got  himself  and  family  in 
readiness,  and  on  the  24th  day  of  November,  left  Hong  Kong 
in  a  lorchar  hired  for  the  purpose,  at  the  rate  of  $60,  for 
Whampoa,  and  arrived  there  early  on  the  morning  of  the 
27th  of  November.  That  not  seeing  said  bark  in  the  river 
and  your  libeUant  being  informed  she  had  sailed  the  day  pre- 
vious, namely,  the  26th  of  November,  your  UbeUant  leaving 
his  family  on  board  of  the  boat  which  brought  them  from 
Hong  Kong,  immediately  hired  a  smaU  boat,  and  proceeded 
to  Canton  to  see  Messrs.  McLean,  Deane  &  Co.,  the  agents 
of  the  owners  of  said  bark,  and  consignees  in  Canton. 

That  upon  arriving  at  Canton,  your  libeUant  learned  from 
the  said  house  of  McLean,  Deane  &  Co.,  that  said  bark  had 
sailed  from  Whampoa,  on  her  voyage  to  the  port  of  New 
York,  on  the  26th  day  of  November,  two  days  previous  to 
the  time  said  master  had  informed  your  libeUant  he  should 
saU.  That,  as  your  UbeUant  was  informed  by  said  firm,  said 
master,  after  the  14th  of  November,  informed  them  there  were 
no  passengers  to  go  out  in  said  bark.  That  at  the  request  of 
your  UbeUant,  the  agents  and  consignees  of  the  owners  of 
said  bark,  Messrs,  McLean,  Deane  &  Co.,  wrote  a  letter  to 
the  said  master  by  your  UbeUant,  directed  to  him  in  New 
York,  dated  November  30, 1846,  in  which  they  say,  among 
other  things  : — ^^  We  have  perused  your  letters  to  Mi.  Canr, 
at  Hong  Kong,  wherein*  you  informed  him  that  you  would 
not  saU  from  Whampoa  for  New  York  until  the  28th  inst ; 
and  as  Mr.  Carr  kept  his  time,  and  was  at  Whampoa  oi^ 
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ttie  day  yon  named^  we  consider  that  he  has  not  in  any  way 
forfeited  his  right  to  a  passage  for  himself  and  family  to 
New  York,  as  agreed  between  you  and  him,  as  per  your  re- 
<teipt." 

That  in  addition  thereto,  your  S)ellant  was  also  informed 
at  Canton,  by  Mr.  John  N.  Griswold,  that  said  bark  sailed 
on  the  26th  of  November  from  Whampoa,  and  that  on  the 
14th  of  November  the  said  captain,  A.  B.  Cronstadt  was 
informed  that  he  would  be  required  to  sail  on  the  35th  of 
Novenoiber. 

And  your  Ubellant  further  shows,  that  on  his  return  to 
Whampoa,  the  only  vessel  then  lying  in  the  river  of  Wham- 
poa, bound  for  the  port  of  New  York,  was  the  ship  Rainbow, 
which  was  to  leave  about  the  3d  of  December  following. 
That  said  bark  Zenobia  having  on  board  all  the  property, 
money  and  effects  of  your  Ubellant,  together  with  the  wearing 
apparel  of  your  Ubellant  and  his  family,  your  UbeUant  was  left 
at  Whampoa  wholly  destitute,  and  was  obliged  to  negotiate 
bills  of  exchange  at  an  enormous  rate  of  exchange,  in  order  to 
raise  funds  to  provide  your  UbeUant  and  his  family  with 
proper  outfit  at  that  season  of  the  year  for  a  voyage  to  the 
United  States,  which  cost  your  UbeUant  $423,  and  to  pay  for 
his  passage  on  board  of  said  Rainbow,  which  was,  under  the 
idrcumstances  in  which  your  Ubellant  was  placed,  fixed  at 
$400.  That  your  UbeUant  was  therefore  obUged  to  borrow 
§1,000,  at  t}ie  rate  of  50  per  cent,  upon  the  biUs  of  exchange 
of  your  UbeUant,  at  three  and  four  months,  payable  in  the 
dty  of  New  York.  That  your  UbeUant  was  obUged  to  incur 
an  expense  of  (16  in  going  to  and  from  Canton  to  Wham- 
poa, to  arrange  for  the  passage  of  himself  and  family  in  the 
Rainbow ;  and  during  which  time  the  detention  of  the  lorchar 
in  the  river  at  Whampoa,  on  board  of  which  was  the  fam- 
Oy  of  your  UbeUant,  fix>m  the  said  27th  day  of  November  to 
the  3d  day  of  December,  on  which  day  your  UbeUant  went  on 
board  of  said  Rainbow,  cost  your  UbeUant  the  further  sum  of 
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f  64^  tkere  being  na  hotel  or  house  of  enterteuimenb  at  Whem« 
poa,  and  he  oonseqaently  l^eing  oUiged  to  remain  in  the  boat 
in  the  river,  until  they  eould  ga  on  board  ship* 

That  your  libellant  anived  in  the  port  of  New  Yo^  in  the 
9bip  Rainbow,  on  the  IsMlay  of  Meroh  last,  with  his  ftmlly) 
%fid  finding  that  said  bark  Zend>ili  had  not  yet  axriiFed,  and 
yonr  libellant  being  a  stranger  in  the  city,  and  destitirte  of 
the  means  of  immediate  support,  in  order  to  boiKvw  a  small 
sam  to  supidy  the  onnent  wants  of  your  libellant  and  hie 
family,  yoiv  libellant  was  obliged  to  effect  insurance  on  his 
property  in  said  bark  Zenofaia,  at  an  expense  of  f61,  and  to 
assign  the  poUc^  to  the  party  loaning  yonr  libellant  the  sum 
ao  required. 

And  yonr  libellant  further  shows,  that  said  bark  Zenofaia 
aarived  in  the  port  of  New  York  on  or  about  the  9th  day  of 
IMby  instant ;  and  on  or  about  the  10th  instant  your  libeUant 
se^v  said  A.  R.  Cronstadt,  who  appeared  surprised,  and  said 
to  your  libellant,  *<  I  thought  you  were  in  China  yet»'^  TUlbM 
your  libeUant  tiiereupon  requested  the  said  master  of  said 
Tfissel  to  return  to  your  libeUant  the  money  he  had  so  ad« 
Taneed,  and  to  repay  your  Mbellant  the  money  and  ezpensee 
he  was  put  to  iu  Whampoa  By  the  detention  of  libellant,  in 
consequence  of  the  violation  of  said  eontntot  and'undwtakiiig 
of  said  master  in  relation  to  the  transportation  of  your  Hbel* 
lent  and  his  Ssmily  to  tiie  United  States.  That  said  maetes 
set  yonr  libellant  at  defiance,  and  told  your  libellant  to  get 
redress  as  he  best  could. 

And  your  libellant  further  shows  unto  your  honor,  that  seM 
master,  following  up  the  great  injury  and  damage  so  as  afone* 
said  done  to  your  libellant,  on  the  arrival  of  said  baric  Zeao* 
faia  in  the  port  of  New  York,  has  refused  to  make  the  pn^r 
entry  of  the  merchandise  and  efieots  shipped  by  your  libeUant 
on  board  of  said  bark  at  Whampoa,  on  the  manifest  or  ptoptff 
exhibit  of  the  cargo  of  said  baik  at  the  custom'^bonse  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  thereby  preventing  your  Ubdlant  or  hi0 
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consignee  from  obtaining  the  property  and  effects  of  your 
libeliant  from  said  bark,  or  the  public  store,  should  they 
be  left  there ;  the  only  entry  on  said  manifest  or  exhibit  in 
letation  thereto,  being  as  follows :  ^  1 — 8  to  order,"  meaning 
packages  No.  1  to  8  to  order,  said*  master  refusing  to  enter 
the  name  of  your  libeliant  as  shipper; — it  being  customary 
and  requisite  to  enifr  on  said  manifest  or  exhibit  the  num- 
bers and  maAs  of  the  several  packages,  the  name  of  the  per- 
son shipping  them,  and  the  name  of  the  consignee,  if  con- 
signed, as  was  the  case  with  the  whole  of  the  cargo  of  said 
bark  Zenobia  on  her  said  voyage,  except  the  property  and 
effects  of  your  libeliant;  the  entry  of  which,  as  above  stated, 
was  without  marks  and  without  the  name  of  any  person  as 
shipper  or  consignee.  That  said  master  utterly  refused  to 
make  any  other  entry,  although  informed  by  the  Collector  of 
the  port  of  New  York,  or  his  agent,  that  he  is  liable  to  a  pen- 
alty of  $500  for  not  so  doing, — the  said  master,  A.  B.  Cron- 
stadt,  at  one  time  pretending  that  he  does  not  know  your 
libeliant  and  never  saw  him  before^ — at  another  time,  as  your 
libeliant  is  informed,  alleging  that  your  libeliant  came  to  him 
at  Whampoa  destitute,  and  tried  to  beg  a  passage  for  himself 
and  family  to  tiie  United  Sta1%,  all  of  which  said  master 
knows  to  be  totally  untrue. 

That  when  the  several  cases  of  merchandise  were  shipped 
on  board  said  vessel,  they  were  marked  as  herein  stated,  and 
the  receipt  of  the  first  officer  of  said  bark  taken  therefor. 
That  at  the  same  time,  on  the  14th  of  November,  your  libel- 
iant took  blank  bills  of  lading  to  said  master,  and  requested 
him  to  fill  them  out;  he  being  unwell,  your  libeliant  left  them 
on  his  table,  said  master  saying  he  would  have  them  made 
out  and  hand  them  t^your  libeliant  when  he  came  on  board 
the  vessel — ^the  receipts  of  said  first  officer  of  said  bark  being 
the  only  evidence  of  such  shipment  left  with  your  libeliant 
That  the  value  of  said  merchandise,  wearing  apparel,  and 
^oney  so  shipped,  was  at  least  five  thousand  dollars. 

VOL.  I.  8 


86  CASES  IN  ABMIRAIiTY. 

The  Zenobia. 

And  yonr  libellant  farther  shows,  that  your  iibcSlant  oSaed 
to  prodnoe  and  exhibit  to  said  master  in  the  cnstom^hoiBe, 
on  his  pretending  he  did  not  know  yoar  libdlant^  his' letter  te 
your  libellant,  written  at  Whampoa  to  yonr  libellant  at  Hong 
Kong,  with  tibe  Chinese  postmark  tiiereon;  alsoilie  ordinal 
reeeipts  of  his  first  officer  of  said  baik,  for  the  cases  of  mes^ 
cbandise  and  luggage  so  shipped,  btrt  the  said  master  lefoseA 
to  see  them,  or  pay  any  attention  thereto.  All  of  wfai<)h  aiO^ 
ings  and  doings  of  said  master  have  been  and  aie  oppressiipe 
and  unjust  towards  your  libellant.  That  said  vessel  is  a  for- 
eign vessel,  and  is  now  lying  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Oourt,  and  as  your  libellant  is  informed  and  beiieres,  carried 
freights  on  her  said  yojrage  which  ha¥e  not  yet  been  paid 
over  to  the  owners  or  liieir  agents,  to  something  iike  eight 
tiiousand  doQars. 

And  thereupon  your  fibellant  alleges  and  articniatdiy  pro- 
pounds as  follows : 

Fir^. — That  on  or  about  November  14, 1846,  your  libel- 
lanft  shipped  on  board  the  said  bark  Zenobia,  then  lying  tft 
Whampoa,  (China,)  for  transportation  to  the  port  and  city  of 
New  York,  eight  cases  of  m^handise,  duly  marked  and  nnm- 
bered,  and  also  three  other  cases  of  luggage,  with  a  chest  cf 
drawers,  which  contained  the  sum  of  $2,500 ;  taking  tiie  're- 
ceipt of  the  mate  of  said  bark  for  said  last  mentioned  cases. 

Second. — That  on  the  same  day  your  libellant  contracted 
with  the  master  of  said  vessel  to  convey  your  libellaivt'  and 
his  family  to  the  city  of  New  York,  and  paid  the  master  <t 
said  bark  $150,  as  one  half  of  the  passage-money  therefor. 

Third. — That  in  coming  down  from  Hong  Kong  to  Wham* 
poa  with  said  merchandise,  to  ship  the  same  to  iJhe  TUnitsd 
States,  your  libellant  incurred  the  expense  of  $40. 

Faurffi. — That  after  shipping  said  merchandise  on  board  of 
said'baik,  and  after  the  payment  of  said  sum  of  $150  to  said 
master,  on  account  of  the  passage  of  your  libellant  <and  fan 
family  to  New  York,  your  libellant  returned  io  Hong  Kong 
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for  im  £uxiUy^  nniet  tlie  asBuronoe  of  tbe  mastet  of  saidibark 
teiabe  vrwmjd  atoi  aaii  before  the  Saask  of  December ;  and  that 
lie  would  mme  your  libellant  in  time  of  tbe.  day  of  saoliiig  of 
sanl  bask  fircMii  Whampoar 

.FyU.^— That  OB  or  about  the  22d  day  of  November  laat^ 
yov  fib^ast  received  a  letter  from  the  master  of  said  baark, 
Anted  tlie  19th  of  said  month,  stating  that  he  had  wtiiten  a 
lett^  on  tbe  18th  to  your  libellant^  but  lest  it  might  miscanry, 
he  repeated  its  coBtents^  Yiz* :  that  he  should  sail  from  Wham.- 
poa  on  the  28th  of  NovembeTi. 

SxtiL — That  on  tbe  24th  of  November  your  libeQant  and 
his  fruaaily  left  Hong  Kong,  and  arrived  at  Whampoa  on  the 
noniii^  of  the  27tk  of  Novendber  last,  and  found  said  bark 
had  aoikd  from  Whampoa  the  day  previous,  to  wity  the  26th 
of  November. 

jMien^&rf— That  the  expense  incurred  by  your  libellant  in 
euning  down  from  Hong  Kong  to  Whampoa  with  hisfamil;^ 
tago  on  board  of  said  bazk  was  $60 ;  and  the  necessary  and 
additional  expense  by  reason  of  his  detention  until  the  sailing 
if  the  next  vessel  to  the  United  States,  the  further  sum  of 
|64,  besides  the  sum.  of  $16  paid  by  your  libellant  in  going 
to  Canton  to  see  the  agents  of  said  bark. 

JSienJU&d— That  the  master  of  said  bark  was,  on  the  dav  of 
the  shipment  ci  said  merchandise  on  board  of  said  bark  by 
your  libellant,  to  wit^  the  14th  of  November  last,  and  some 
days  previous  to  tbe  date  of  his  letter  to  your  libellant  of  the 
19tb  of  November,  duly  notified  that  said  bark  would  sail  on 
the  25th  of  November  i  and  said  master  well  knew  that  said 
hade  would  sail  before  the  28th  of  November  last. 

NUiilL, — That  by  the  misconduct  of  said  master,  your  libel- 
lant and  his  family  were,  on  the  26th  day  of  November  lastp 
afler  tbe  shipment  of  all  tbe  merchandise,  money,  and  wear- 
uig  apparel  of  your  libellant  on  board  of  said  bark,  and  tbe 
payment  Of  one  half  their  passage-money  to  the  United 
States,  thereby  left  in  Whampoa  wholly  destitute. 
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2^91^^ — That  your  libellant  was  obliged  to  raise  $1,000,  by 
drawing  bills  at  an  enormous  rate  of  exchang^|p  wit,  fifty 
per  cent  premium.  ^^ 

Eleventh, — That  your  libellant  was,  in  consequence  of  be- 
ing so  left  destitute  as  to  wearing  apparel  for  himself  and 
family,  obliged  to  expend  the  sum  of  $433  for  a  new  outfit 

Twelfth. — That  your  libellant,  in  securing  a  passage  fcNr 
himself  and  family  by  the  first  vessel  from  Whampoa  to  the 
United  States,  was  obliged  to  pay  $400  therefor. 

ThirteeTiih. — That  upon  the  arrival  of  your  libellant  in  the 
United  States  in  March  last,  before  the  arrival  of  said  bark 
with  the  effects  of  your  libellant,  your  libellant  was  obliged 
to  effect  an  insurance  upon  his  property  at  an  expense  of  §61, 
in  order  to  borrow  a  small  sum  for  the  immediate  wants  of 
his  family. 

Fourteenth. — That  said  bark  Zenobia  airived  in  th^port 
of  New  York  on  the  9th  day  of  May  last ;  and  said  master, 
upon  being  called  by  yom  libellant  to  refund  the  passage- 
money  so  paid  him  in  Whampoa,  with  the  money  and  ex- 
penses incurred  by  your  libellant  in  consequence  of  being  left 
in  China,  said  master  wholly  refused,  and  set  your  libellant 
at  defiance. 

Fifteentii. — That  said  master,  A.  R.  Cronstadt,  after  his 
arrival  in  New  York  with  said  bark,  interposed  every  obstacle 
in  his  power,  and  endeavored  to  defeat  your  libellant  from 
obtaining  his  meicbandise  and  effects  so  shipped  by  said  ves- 
sel, by  refusing  to  enter  the  same  on  the  manifest  of  the  cargo 
of  said  bark  with  their  marks  and  numbers ;  and  also  by  re- 
fusing to  enter  the  name  of  your  libellant  therein  as  the  ship- 
per of  said  merchandise  and  effects,  to  the  great  damage  and 
injury  of  your  Hbellant. 

Sixteenth. — That  the  value  of  said  merchandise,  wearing 
apparel,  and  money,  shipped  on  board  of  said  bark  by  your 
libellant,  was  at  least  five  thousand  dollars. 

And  your  libellant  therefore  charges,  that  said  breaches  of 
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(fte  uiideartBiking  aod  contract  of  eaid  bark  Zenobia  and  her 
tDaster,  to  and  with  your  Khellant,  ore  properly  cogni2able 
and  relievable  in  this  Court  of  maritime  jurisdiction.  And 
yoarlibeUsBt  therefore  prays  the  aid  of 'this  honorable  Conrt, 
that  process  maritime  may  issue  against  said  bark^  her  tadile 
and  appard,  as  well  as  agieiinst  her  owners  and  all  pei^- 
sons  interested  therein,  pnrsoant  to  the  practice  of  Ck)nrt8  of 
Admiralty  and  maritime  jnrisdiction ;  and  that  an  attachment 
im  personam  may  issue  against  said  master,  A.  R.  Cronstadt, 
and  that  said  bark,  her  owners,  &c.,  may  be  by  this  honorable 
Conrt  decreed  to  pay  to  your  libellant  the  money  paid  to  said 
master  on  account  of  said  voyage,  for  the  passage  of  yonr 
libellant  and  his  family,  together  with  the  damages  sustained 
by  your  libellant,  and  the  money  and  expenses  necessarily 
and  properly  incurred  by  your  libellant  in  China,  by  reason 
of  sftilbreach  of  the  contract  and  undertaking  of  said  master 
and  bark  with  your  libellant,  and  of  all  loss  and  damages 
sustained  by  your  libellant  therefrom,  as  well  also  by  reason 
of  the  refusal  of  said  master  to  deliver  or  make  the  proper 
eaixies  of  the  merchandise  and  effects  of  your  libellant  in  the 
custom-house  of  the  port  of  New  York,  thereby  preventing 
your  libellant  from  receiving  the  same ;  and  for  such  aid  and 
lediess  against  said  bark,  her  owners,  or  the  said  A.  R.  Cron- 
stadt, the  mast^,  as  the  Court  is  competent  to  give  in  the 
premises.  And  that  said  bark,  tackle  and  apparel,  owners, 
and  all  interested  in  her,  may  be  decreed  also  to  pay  to  your 
lfi>dlant  the  costs  of  this  suit. 
And  your  libellant  will  ever  pray. 
Vbrification. 

To  the  libel,  as  amended,  A.  R.  Cronstadt,  the  master,  and 
David  Oarnigie,  owner  and  claimant,  interposed  separate 
luiBwers. 

The  answer  of  Cronstadt,  the  respondent,  denied  nearly  ail 
of  the  iaifegations  of  the  libel,  which  charged  any  misconduct 
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apon  him.  The  nairatiye  of  the  fects  given  by  him  was  sab* 
stantially  as  foUowe : — On  November  14, 1846,  the  libeUant 
came  on  board  the  Zenobia,  then  making  ready  to  sail  for 
New  York,  and  applied  to  respondent  for  a  passage  forbim* 
self  and  family.  He  stated  that  he  was  poor  and  unable  to 
pay  full  piioey  and  desired  to  work  his  passage  in  part  He. 
said  that  he  was  a  Dane,  and  conversed  with  respondent,  who 
was  also  a  Dane,  in  the  Danish  language,  and  thus  interested 
the  sympathies  of  respondent  in  his  behalf^  as  a  fellow  coun- 
tryman. The  respondent  was  thus  persuaded  to  agree  to 
give  him  passage  at  the  reduced  price  of  $300,  payable  in 
advance*  When,  however,  the  time  of  payment  came,  the 
libellant  represented  that  he  had  only  money  enough  to  pay 
one-half,  and  the  respondent  was  then  persuaded  to  accept 
half  the  money  in  cash,  and  the  balance  in  libellant's  note. 
The  libellant  thereupon  sent  on  boeuxi  several  cases  qL  (her^ 
chandise,  amongst  which  was  a  chest  of  drayrers,  as  stated  in 
the  libel,  but  respondent  had  no  knowledge  of  their  contents. 
No  bills  of  lading  for  this  property  were  given,  and  the  only 
receipt  obtained  by  libellant  was  one  which  he  took  from  the. 
second  mate,  and  was  merely  for  a  hat,  a  compass,  and  a 
tea-caddy,  which  were  speciaJUy  entrusted  to  the  mate.  In 
respect  to  the  time  of  sailing,  the  respondent  told  libellant  at 
the  time  of  his  taking  passage,  that  he  could  not  tell  when  he 
should  sail,  but  did  not  expect  to  sail  before  the  latter  part  of 
November,  but  he  recommended  libellant  to  get  his  family 
down  and  on  board  as  soon  as  possible.  The  libellant  then 
left  to  go  for  his  family,  but  he  having  been  gone  a  long 
time,  respondent  wrote  to  him,  urging  him  to  return  with* 
out  delay,  and  saying  that  as  near  as  he  knew,  the  vessel 
would  sail  on  or  about  the  28th.  The  vessel  did  nbt  actu- 
ally leave  Whampoa  till  the  27th.  The  answer  also  denied 
having  done  any  thing  to  delay  or  thwart  the  libellant  in  pnK 
curing  his  property  to  be  passed  through  the  costom-house. 
The  answer  insisted  that  the  daim  of  the  libeUant  that 
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lie  bad  $2,d00  in  specie  in  his  chest  of  drawers,  showed  that 
the  contract  of  afieightment  was  procored  through  false  and 
fmndnlent  pretences  of  porerty,  and  for  this  reason  respon- 
dent contended  tiiat  libellant  was  entitled  to  no  remedy  upon 
the  contract  He  also  insisted  that  the  contract  was  a  per^- 
sonai  one,  and  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

The  answer  of  the  claimant,  David  Carnigie,  set  up  sub- 
stantially the  same  matters  of  defence  with  that  of  Cronstadl 

The  details  of  the  testimony  given  at  the  hearing  are  omit- 
ted^— the  interest  of  the  case  lying  in  the  points  of  law  ruled 
by  the  Court 

Abner  Benedict^  for  the  libellant 

Francis  B.  Ou/tHng^  for  tlie  claimant  and  respondent 

Bbtts,  J.  The  libellant  seeks  to  recover,  in  this  action,  for 
several  distinct  items  of  damage  connected  with  a  breach  of 
a  contract  of  affieightment,  entered  into  between  himself  and 
the  master  of  ttie  Zenobia,  and  which,  as  he  charges,  was  wil- 
faOy  violated  by  the  latter.  The  allegations  of  damage  are, 
many  of  them,  distinct  in  ilieir  nature,  and  require  to  be  sepa* 
rately  considered. 

The  libellant  shipped  on  board  of  the  Zenobia,  then  lying 
at  Whampoa,  China,  for  transportation  to  this  port,  sundry 
cases  of  merchandise.  On  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  here,  it 
was  found  tlgtt  the  articles  contained  in  a  trunk  belonging  to 
libellant  had  become  injured  by  being  wet  The  other  cases 
passed  into  the  ciistom-house,  and  by  the  neglect  of  the  mas- 
ter to  make  the  proper  entries  upon  the  ship's  manifest,  the 
libellant  was  greatly  delayed  in  obtaining  their  delivery  to 
Mm.  The  vessel  is  undoubtedly  responsible  to  the  libellant 
for  the  safe  carriage  and  delivery  of  the  goods  laden  by  him 
on  board  her,  and  be  is  entitled  to  recover  damages  for  a 
breach  of  duty  in  this  respect 

As  r^aids  the  injury  to  the  articles  contained  in  the  trunk, 
the  defence  is,  that  the  damage  was  occasioned  by  the  perils 
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of  the  seaL;  Bat  there  bemg  no  bill  of  ladiiig  in  the  caae, 
ezemptiiig  the  veaiei  from  liability  for  kitses  arlsiiig  fiEom 
perils  of  the  aea,  it  becomes  deeeaeaty  for  tbe  the  daimaulB 
to  prove  that  the  injury  aroiie  from  sapematoral  eaa8e&  Itt 
other  words,  the  liability  of  the  ship,  as  a  ccmunon  caniar, 
can  only  be  discbaiged  by  showiag  that  the  less  was  iaclured 
from  perils,  embraced  within  the  meaning  of  the  phrase,  '^the 
act  of  GkxL"  The  cases  are  very  nnmerotis  it&  wfaicb  iMt 
al^mpt  has  been  made  to  eacempt  the  comfnon  carrier  from 
this  strict  liability  for  losses  occasioned  by  casualties  not 
absolutely  unavoidable ;  but  the  rule  is  uniform,  and  is  Btau^ 
tioned  by  authofiiy  too  sti^ng  to  be  questioned,  tiiat  to  bring 
a  disaster  within  Uie  scope  of  the  phrase,  ^  the  act  of  Gkyl,'' 
for  the  purpose  of  relieving  the  common  carrier  from  respon- 
sibility,  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  it  occurred  independent 
of  human  action  or  neglect.  It  is  *  only  a  natural  and  inevit* 
able  necessity,  and  one  arising  wholly  above  the  control  of 
human  agencies,  which  constitutes  the  peril  or  disaster  con- 
templated by  that  phrase.  2  Kentj  597.  In  the  absence  of 
an  exemption  to  be  gathered  from  tile  contract  of  affi*eigbt- 
ment,  the  carrier  cannot  excuse  a  loss,  restilting  in  any  degree 
from  the  influence  of  human  means,  excepting  only  a  loss 
from  the  force  exerted  by  a  public  enemy.  Numerous  cases 
upon  this  subject  are  collected  and  discussed  in  McArthur  ^ 
Sears,  21  Wend.  190.  See,  also,  The  Reeside,  H  Sumn.  571 ; 
1  Conn.  487 ;  Storp  an  BtUlm.  ^^  512,  531 ;  Whitesides  v.  Bus- 
sel,  8  Serg*  ^  W.  44.  Any  act  of  omission,  negleet,  or  care- 
lessness on  the  port  of  the  master  or  crew,  contributing  to 
the  loss,  takes  away  the  protection  of  the  defence  here  rdied 
upon. 

It  b  in  proof,  on  the  part  of  the  Hbellant,  tiiat  the  Irank 
was  stored  in  the  long-boat,  and  that  such  storage  was  net 
proper  for  freight  of  that  description.  The  vessel  must  there- 
fore be  held  responsible  tat  tiie  injury  received  by  the  eon- 
tents  of  the  trunk. 
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There  ifl  also  a  demand  for  damages  beoaase  of  the  mis- 
conduct  of  the  master  in  the  preparation  of  his  manifest,  and 
in  thwarting  the  libellant  in  his  efforts  to  obtain  the  delivery 
of  his  goods  ip  this  port  How  far  these  particulars  if  proved 
with  all  the  aggravations  charged  in  the  libel,  might  afford 
sabstantive  ground  of  action,  I  do  not  now  examine  or  de* 
dde.  The  testimony  does  not  present  a  case  requiring  such 
decision.  But  the  delay  of  the  master  in  presenting  a  proper 
manifest,  so  that  the  libellant  could  pass  bis  property  through 
the  custom-house,  is  a  neglect  of  his  duty  as  master;  and 
damages  naturally  incident  to  any  failure  of  duty  towards 
the  shipment  on  the  part  of  the  master,  fall  properly  within 
the  responsibility  of  the  vessel.  She  is  bound  for  the  safe 
carriage  end  due  delivery  of  tiie  cargo ;  and  acts  of  miscon- 
duct by  the  master,  which  are  injurious  in  either  respect  to 
the  shipper,  will  subject  her  to  make  adequate  recompense  to 
the  freighter.  The  liability  of  the  vessel  upon  this  score  is, 
however,  limited  to  damages  for  the  act  or  neglect  of  the 
master  in  his  capacity  as  such.  For  any  tortious  endeavor 
on  his  part  to  prevent  the  libellant  from  recovering  possession 
of  his  goods,  she  is  not  responsible ;  nor  would  such  aofcs  of 
the  master,  committed  at  this  port,  and  in  command  of  the 
ship,  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  in  an  action 
against  bim  personally. 

It  will  be  difficult  to  fix  upon  a  measure  of  damages  in  that 
respect  which  will  meet  the  particular  merits  of  the  case  yet 
rest  on  principles  of  general  application.  The  actual  damage 
to  the  owner  of  goods  may  be  v^ry  great,  yet  when  the  dam- 
age to  a  considerable  degree  is  merely  consequential,  it  can- 
net  be  charged  in  its  entirety  upon  the  vessel  as  the  immedi- 
ate and  proximate  cause  of  it.  If  the  goods  were  subject  to 
freight,  I  should  be  inclined  to  regard  a  loss  from  the  miscon- 
duct of  the  master  in  withholding  their  delivery,  a  proper 
counter-claim  against  the  freight ;  but  these  goods  being  the 
personal  baggage  of  libellant  and  family,  and  not  chargeable 
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with  fireiglit,  I  iMjok  some  compensatioii.  awasded  by  wvy  of 
demuxrage  as  it  were,  wiU  be  the  appropdate  mode  of  tatfaip* 
taetiou.  The  master  made  oatk  befoee  the  deputy  collector  ta 
the  manifest^  on  May  8tb,  the  libeUant  being  then  here,  sed^ 
kig  the  delrrery  of  his  property;  and  did  not  make  tiie  proper 
baggage  entry  thereon,  so  that  the  goods  could  be  obtained 
hy  the  libellant  until  June  Idlh.  This  aet,  although  impott* 
lAg  wilful  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  master,  was  jet 
within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  and  accordingly  the  Tessel 
stands  chargeable  with  its  consequences.  Abbott  on  Shifp* 
152,;  158.  I  Begard  the  delay  to  the  owner  in  obtaining  his 
goods,  and  his  necessary  expense  in  procuring  them  from  the 
eiuitom^house,  as  imposing  on  him  a  loss  or  damage  amount* 
ing  to  (2  per  day ;  and  without  a  mcsre  satisSactory  measure 
of  compensation,  I  shall  adopt  that  as  a  reasonable  lemunera* 
tioUy  and  allow  him^  the  sum  of  $74,  because  of  the  wrong* 
fid  non-deliv^  of  his  property  pursuant  to  the  shipping 
•ontract* 

The  libellant  charges  that  a  chest  of  draweis  which  was 
shipped  by  him  amongst  the  cases  of  merchandise  rtbove  refeiw 
red  to,  contained  the  sum  of  twenty-five  hundred  dollars  in 
specie,  and  that  this  money  was  missing  from  the  <;)iest  when 
delivered  to  him  in  this  port  There  is  no  evidence,  however^ 
to  support  either  of  these  averments ;  and  the  claimant  provesi 
by  the  testimony  of  one  of  the  mates  of  the  vessel,  that  the 
libellant  himself  had  access  to  the  chest  of  drawers  while  it 
was  yet  on  board  the  vessel  \.  that  he  took  a.  bundle  from  the 
furniture  previous  to  its  being  landed,  and  that  no  complaint 
was  then  made  by  him  of  the  loss  of  any  money.  He  estab* 
liehes  no  right  to  recovery  on  thia  part  of  hi8  claim. 

The  libel  avers  that  the  libellant  contracted  with  the  ma&* 
ter  of  the  Zenobia  to  convey  him  and  his  family  from  Wham* 
poa  to  this  port  \  that  he  paid  the  master  of  the  bark  in  ad- 
vance $150,  being  one  half  of  the  passage  money,  and  that 
the  vessel  sailed  without  him,  previous  to  the  time  appointed 
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and  irathotit  Ms  knomdedge.  I  think  iiae  lib^ant  iias  estab- 
Habed  iMa  dbarge,  and  is  entitled  to  xecorer  against  tiie  baik 
ids  damages  for  this  1)reach  of  oontraet  by  ihe  master,  to 
Moispcart  him  and  his  family  as  passengers.  This  oontmct 
wsB  one  wfaicb  it  ynns  ecompetecrt;  for  the  master  "to  make  in 
the  employment  of  the  ship,  and  became  binding  on  the  ves- 
seL  AbboU  on  ^SUpp.  160 ;  3  Kent,  162.  The  vessel  is  liable 
OB  this  contract  for  the  $150  paid  the  master  in  advance  in 
China,  npon  ttie  grounds  stated  in  the  former  dedsion  of  the 
Gmnt  in  this  cause,  in  Jnly  last.^ 

The  iibelliyit  came  down  ftom  his  residence  at  Hong  Kong 
to  Whampoa,  in-season  to  embark  on  the  Zenobia  on  Novem-* 
bar  28th,  whi^  was  her  appointed  day  of  sailing,  but  foand 
she  had  already  left.  His  expenses  incurred  in  coming  down 
to  Whampoa  are  stated  at  $60,  and  his  further  expenses 
incurred  through  his  detention  at  Whampoii,  at  (64,  besides 
$16  paid  in  going  to  Canton  to  confer  with  the  agents  of 
the  bark  respecting  her  departure.  There  is  no  ground  upon 
which  the  libellant  can  daim  to  recover  the  cost  of  his  pas- 
sage from  Hong  Kong  to  Whampoa,  as  he  must  necessatily 
have  made  that  voyage,  whether  he  pame  home  in  the  Zeno* 
bia  or  thi|f  Bainbow.  Bat  the  vessel  is  chargeable  with  the 
expenses  of  the  libellant  incurred  in  waiting  at  Whampoa, 
alter  the  Zenobia  had  left,  for  the  sailing  of  a  vessel  in  which 
be  might  take  passage  to  the  United  States.  The  evidence 
dwws  that  $64  is  a  moderate  allowance  for  those  expenses, 
and  that  sum  shojald  accordingly  be  allowed* 

It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  question  of  the  liability  of 
the  vessel  or  master  to  the  libellant  for  the  disbursements  said 
to  have  been  made  at  Canton  in  a  premium  for  the  loan 
alleged  in  the  libel  to  have  been  paid,  or  for  the  new  supply 
of  clothing  for  himself  and  family  there  purchased.     No  proof 


*  Reported  ante^  48. 
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is  given  that  the  libellant  made  any  each  disbnrBements,  and 
the  Court  cannot  presume  them  from  any  supposed  necessityi 
arising  from  the  circumstanoea  of  the  case. 

I  consider  the  bark  equitably  liable  because  of  the  violation 
of  the  contract  to  transport  the  libellant  and  his  family  to  this 
port,  in  damages  equal  to  the  cost  of  his  passage  to  this  coun- 
try in  the  Rainbow,  upon  the  general  grounds  upon  which  I 
have  already  placed  his  right  to  recover  back  the  advance 
passage-money.  That  disbursement  is  fairly  chargeable  upon 
the  ship  as  a  portion  of  the  damages  recoverable  by  libeUant 
for  the  breach  of  the  passage  contract.  The  §um  of  $400 
paid  by  him  is  proved  to  be  below  the  usual  and  customary 
rate  of  charge  for  such  passages,  and  that  sum  he  is  entitled 
to  recover. 

A  reference  must  necessarily  be  had  to  a  commissioner,  to 
ascertain  the  amount  of  injury  to  the  clothes  contained  in  the 
trunk,  by  wetting,  unless  the  parties  can  agree  to  the  amount 
of  such  damage. 

It  is  proper  to  remark,  in  respect  to  the  deposition  of  Cap- 
tain Cronstadtythe  respondent,  which  was  offered  in  the  cause, 
that  even  if  it  were  legally  admissible,  it  would  not  in  my 
estimationi  displace  the  other  evidence  in  the  cau^  nor  vin- 
dicate his  conduct.  But  he  stands  a  party  to  the  suit,  being 
prosecuted  in  personam^  and  subject  to  a  decree  against  him- 
self for  all  the  liabilities  of  the  vessel  in  this  beh&lf ;  and  the 
case  of  Bridges  v.  Armour,  (5  How.  91,)  seems  to  settle  the 
point  that  he  is  an  incompetent  witness  in  the  cause. 

The  decree  will  accordingly  be  for  the  libellant,  as  above, 
and  for  full  costs  of  suit  • 
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Whem  goodiwen  damBged  dating  tramtportBtioB  on  'b«rd  slilp^-Mid  were  to- 
ooived  hff  Qot»s\gpM9  upon  aa  awterstanding  that  the  depreciatio]]  was  to  te 
made  good  to  them,  and  they  were  sold  by  auction  by  the  constignees,  bat  with 
^e  assent  of  the  master, — Hddf  that  for  the  purpose  of  malcing  adjustment  of 
tiie  smouiit  due  from  Ae  ireesel  for  thd  injury,  the  sum  realised  at  the  sale 
Aould  benp^gwM  as  ihe  valne  of  te  goods  in  tboir  dauagBd  8lat9« 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem  by  Guataytis  Loenig  and  Chaxlea 
.Schneider  against  the  bark  Columbus,  to  recover  damages  for 
iiyuries  leoeiyedby  goods  sh^i^ed  on  board  the  baxk  to  the 
libellants,  as  consignees. 

The  &cts  of  the  case  are  stated  in  the  report  of  the  pro- 
ceedings had  upon  exceptions  heretofore  taken  to  a  commis- 
sion's report,  (ante^  37.)  After  the  decision  disallowing 
those  exceptions,  an  order  was  entered  in  July^  1847,  referring 
the  4^aaae  back  to  the  commissioner  to  reexamine  and  state 
the  account  between  the  parties.  .He  reported  a  balance  due 
to  the  UbellsAts  of  $267.51. 

The  cajise  again  came  up  upon  exceptions  to  this  further 
report  of  the  commissioner. 

There  was  an  exception  upon  the  ground  that  the  commis- 
sioner's estimate  of  the  original  value  of  the  corks,  which  were 
the  subject  of  the  action,  at  their  port  of  shipment,  was 
high^  than  was  supported  by  the  evidence ;  and  this  excep- 
tion was  sustained  by  the  Court,  the  valuation  adopted  by 
the  conmiissioner  being  reduced  from  $696.08  to  $677.87. 

There  was  another  exception  taken  on  behalf  of  the  claim- 
ants, upon  the  ground  that  the  comnussioner  had  improperly 
received  evidence  of  the  sum  realized  by  the  sale  of  the  dam- 
aged corks  at  auction,  as  fixing  their  value  in  their  damaged 
condition.  It  is  to  the  question  raised  by  this  exception  that 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  principally  relates. 

VOL.  I.  9 
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E,  G.  Benedict^  tot  the  libellants. 
Francis  B.  Cutting'^  for  the  claimants. 

Betts,  J.  The  quantity  of  corks,  for  the  injury  to  which 
the  libellants  seek  to  recover  in  this  action,  is  differently  stated 
by  the  libellants  and  by  their  witnesses.  By  the  account  of 
sales  and  estimate  of  damage  rendered  to  the  claimants  by 
the  libellants,  June  23, 1846,  they  charge  for  192  bags,  con- 
taining 50  gross  in  each  bag,  valued  at  7}  cents  per  gross, 
which  gives  the  product  ((696.  But  the  auctioneer's  account 
of  sales,  returns  only  187  bags  sold,  which,  on  a  like  compu- 
tation, would  amount  to  $677.87.  The  variation  is  of  no 
great  moment,  yet  the  owner  is  entitied  to  ev^  legal  allow- 
ance. Taking  the  latter  sum  as  the  proved  original  value  of 
the  goods,  and  rectifying  the  computation  of  the  commis- 
sioner accordingly,  the  balance  reported  due  to  the  libellants 
should  be  $249.38,  instead  of  $267.51. 

The  libellants  clearly  proved  by  the  testimony  of  their  car- 
man and  clerks,  that  the  corks  were  in  a  damaged  condition 
when  landed  here ;  tfnd  the  fair  purport  of  all  the  testimony 
before  the  Court  and  commissioner  may  well  be  taken  to  be, 
that  the  libellants  never  accepted  the  corks  as  theii;  t^operty, 
except  upon  the  understood  eondition  that  the  damage  should 
be  made  good  to  them.     It  appears  that  an  arbitration  was 
at  first  agreed  upon  between  the  libellants  and  the  master  to 
ascertain  the  injury  or  depreciation,  but  the  master  being  ad- 
vised that  by  so  adjusting  the  matter,  he  might  be  embar- 
rassed in  his  remedy  abroad,  *he  declined  to  do  so,  and  the 
libellants  then  gave  him  notice  that  they  should  send  the 
goods  to  auction.     On  the  first  hearing,  I  thought  the  proofs 
not  very  distinct  that  the  captain  assented  to  the  auction  sale ; 
but  a  review  of  the  evidence  then  taken,  in  connection  with 
the  proofs  since  put  in  before  the  commissioner,  satisfies  me 
that  the  sale  was  fully  approved  by  him.     He  did  more  than 
merely  acquiesce  in  it.    He  sent  men  from  Ms  vessel  to  put 
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np  the  corks,  and  arrange  them  for  an  advantageous  sale  in 
that  manner. 

The  exception  by  the  claimants  rests  upon  the  positions 
that  the  eonsi^iees,  aftcnr  receiving  the  goods,  bad  no  rightfol 
authority  to  send  them  to  auction  at  the  risk  of  the  vessel ; 
and  second,  that  9f,  any  rate  they  could  not  sell  them,  sound 
aod  unsound  together,  as  a  means  to  ascertain  their  value. 
And  it  is  contended  that  it  was  at  least  their  duty  to  select 
the  sound  and  retain  them  at  the  invoice  value,  and  to  allow 
the  damaged  ones  only  to  be  sold  at  auction.  The  latter 
branch  of  the  argument  was  sufficiently  adverted  to  in  the 
opinion  pronounced  upon  the  original  hearing,  and  the  views 
of  the  Court  upon  that  point  will  not  be  again  stated. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  case  comes  up  in  a  man- 
ner which  requires  an  opinion  upon  the  general  question, 
whether  the  owner  or  consignee  of  goods  accepted  from  a 
carrier  in  a  damaged  condition,  may,  of  his  own  authority, 
make  auction  sale  of  them,  and  charge  the  carrier  with  the 
difference  between  their  sound  value  and  the  prices  obtained 
for  them  at  public  sale.  The  Hbellanta  did  not  undertake  to 
act  upon  their  own  authority,  but  a  sale  at  auction  was  pro- 
posed by  them  to  the  master,  as  a  means  of  determining  what 
damage  or  deterioration  the  goods  had  sustained,  and  the  sale 
made  was  made  with  the  sanction  and  acquiescence  of  the 
master.  To  all  reasona^e  intents,  this  method  of  fixing  the 
amount  of  injury  or  loss  is  just  as  obligatory  on  him  and  the 
vessel,  as  a  submission  to  arbitration,  or  an  adjustment  by 
mutual  agreement  between  the  parties.  It  does  not  appear 
that  any  witness,  knowing  the  condition  of  the  goods,  con- 
sidered the  sale-prices  at  all  below  their  marketable  value. 
The  sale  at  auction,  under  such  circumstances,  was  properly 
admissible  as  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  goods  when 
landed ;  and  fortified  sis  it  is  by  the  estimate  and  judgment 
of  witnesses,  it  becomes  a  reasonably  satisfactory  measure  of 
the  loss  sustained.    In  my  opinion,  therefore,  the  commis- 
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Edoner  propedy  received  proof  of  the  auction  sale  as  erideDoe 
to  determine  the  measure  of  damages,  and  I  also  think  that, 
independent  of  that  particular,  the  weight  of  evidence  is  that 
the  corks  were  not  worth  more  than  the  amount  reported  hj 
the  eommissionei; 

The  exceptions  are  disallowed  without  costs,  and  a  decree 
is  to  be  enteied  for  the  libellanto  for  $349.38,  with  interest  at 
six  per  cent,  from  June  11, 1846,  the  time  of  filing  the  fibel 
herein,  together  with  the  costs  to  be  taxed. 


The  Rhode  Island. 

The  legality  or  propriet j  of  as^  order  of  refemnee  caimot  be  Impeached  upon  tx- 
ceptlon  to  the  report. 

The  general  role  of  damages  applicable  to  collisions  which  are  not  wilfol  h,  that 
the  owner  of  the  injured  Tessel  is  to  receive  a  remuneration  which  will  plaoa 
him  in  the  sitnation  in  which  he  would  have  been  bnt  for  the  collision. 

The  owner  of  a  vessel,  showing  himself  entitled  to  damages  for  collision,  is  enti- 
tled to  compensation  foe  the  loss  of  the  use  of  his  vessd  during  the  time  con- 
snmed  in  making  repairs. 

In  the  a^ence  of  direct  evidence  of  the  amount  of  this  item  of  loss,  interest  upon 
tlie  value  of  the  vessel  for  the  time  occupied  ih  making  repairs  may  be  awarded 
as  a  fur  compensation  'm  this  sespect 


This  was  a  libd  im  rem  by  the  Naugatvck  Transportation 
Company,  a  corporation  created  under  the  laws  of  Connecti* 
cut,  and  owners  of  the  steam  propeller  Naugatuck,  against 
the  steamboat  Rhode  Island,  to  recover  damages  for  a  colli- 
sion between  the  Naugatuck  and  the  Rhode  Island. 

The  cause  was  before  the  Court  on  the  merits  of  the  action 
in  July,  1847,  and  the  proceedings  then  had  are  reported,  OZ- 
eoUy  505,  where  the  facts  of  the  case  are  fnlly  stated.  The 
Court  then  adjudged  in  favor  of  the  libellants  upon  thek 
claim,  and  ordered  it  to  be  referred  to  a  commissioner  to  as- 
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certain  and  report  the  damages  sustained  by  them,  including 
the  loss  of  the  time  of  their  propeller  while  necessarily  delayed 
in  receiving  repairs. 

The  cause  again  came  before  the  Court  upon  exceptions  to 
the  commissioner's ,  report.  The  nature  of  the  objections 
urged  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Francis  B.  Oatting  and  E.  H.  Owetij  for  the  libellants. 

A.  SdmiUan  and  W.  Q.  Morton^  for  the  claimants. 

Bbtts,  J.  This  case  comes  before  the  Court  on  exceptions 
taken  by  both  parties  to  the  report  of  the  Q|mmissioner. 

Many  of  the  objections  relate  to  particular  items  of  allow- 
ance or  disallowance,  which  I  do  not  propose  to  discuss 
minutely.  I  shall  limit  myself  to  adverting  to  the  general 
principle  to  be  applied  on  these  points. 

The  main  subject  of  controversy  relates  to  the  estimate  of 
the  sum  .chargeable  for  the  loss  of  the  time  of  the  injured  ves- 
sel while  necessarily  delayed  in  receiving  repairs. 

The  order  of  reference  embraced  a  direction  to  ascertain 
and  report  that  item  of  injury,  and  no  application  was  made 
on  the  part  of  the  claimants  to  rescind  or  modify  the  order  in 
that  respect ;  it  therefore  went  before  the  commissioner  as  a 
rule  obligatory  upon  him,  and  now  so  far  concludes  the  claim- 
ants that  they  cannot,  on  exception  to  the  report,  impeach  the 
legality  or  propriety  of  the  order.  The  subject  was  not  de- 
bated on  the  original  hearing ;  and  whether  tiiis  direction  was 
inserted  unadvisedly  or  deliberately  by  the  Court,  cannot  now 
be  ascertained,  nor  is  it  properly  open  for  inquiry.^ 

Had  the  point  been  raised,  the  Court  would  have  been 
called  upon  to  declare  definitely  whether  it  sftnctioned  an 
allowance  to  the  owners  of  a  vessel  injured  by  collision,  for 
the  loss  of  her  services  during  the  period  she  is  necessarily 


1  Compare  The  Columbusy  antef  87. 
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detained  to  receive  repairs,  and  to  fix  the.  rule  by  which  tbak 
loss  was  to'be  vahied. 

The  general  principle  applicable  where  the  adUsion  is  not 
wilftd  is,  that  the  owner  of  the  injured  vessel  is  to  be  recom- 
pensed to  the  amount  of  his  actual  loss;  that  is,  he  shaQ 
receive  a  remuneration  which  places  him  in  the  situation  he 
would  have  been  but  for  the  collision.  AbboU  on  Shipp.  2ffl\ 
2  W.  K  279 ;  Siorp  on  Bailrn.  ^  608.  Although  there  may 
^  be  difficulty  in  defining  precisely  the  particulars  composing 
such  actual  loss,  it  clearly  includes  more  than  the  mere  dam- 
age to  the  vesse^i  herself.  Every  necessary  incident  directly 
connected  with  such  damage,  becomes  also  part  of  the  actual 
loss.  The  reimbursement  of  the  owner's  charges  for  remov- 
ing passengers  or  cargo  firom  the  vessel  injured,  and  transpOTir 
ing  them  to  the  place  of  their  destination ;  for  salvage  services 
generally,  or  for  any  destruction  or  deterioration  of  cargo 
chargeable  upon  the  carrier ;  and  for  reloading  the  cargo  for 
the  purpose  of  being  saved  or  forwarded,  would  all  oorae 
within  the  rule  of  indemnity  and  compensation  to  the  injured 
vessel.  7%e  NarragcMseit^  M8S.  1846.^  Then,  again,  as  to 
the  measure  of  the  direct  injury,  the  party  demanding  dama- 
ges may  ascertain  them  by  the  judgment  and  valuation  of 
witnesses,  and  recover  on  such  valuation  without  waiting  to 
repair,  or  attempting  to  repair  his  vessel ;  or  he  may  await 
the  completion  of  proper  repairs,  and  then  claim  the  expen- 
ditures reasonably  laid  out  in  her  reparation.  The  latt»  is 
the  course  taken  in  this  case. 

To  these  rules  neither  party  raises  any  specific  objection. 
The  point  of  controversy  is,  whether  the  owner  is  also  entitled 
to  a  recompense  for  being  deprived  of  the  use  of  his  vessel  for 
the  time  she  is  necessarily  detained  in  receiving  repairs.  The 
commissioner  reports  an  allowance  on  this  head  of  $20  per 


1  Since  reported,  OlcoU^  888. 
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day,  for  a  period  of  forty-two  days,  that  is,  $840.  The  libel- 
lants  insist  that  they  are  entitled  to  $80  per  day  for  sixty 
days,  amounting  to  $1,800 ;  and  the  daimants  contend  that 
1ke  ailowanoe  should  not  exceed  the  wages  of  the  officers  and 
crew  for  the  time,  actually  paid,  Aceording  to  the  evidenoe 
this  would  amount  to  $8  per  day  for  thirty  days,  or  $240  in 
the  a^;regate,  independent  of  the  claim  of  compensation  to 
the  mastar  for  his  employment,  continued  after  the  discharge 
of  the  crew,  and  until  the  repairs  of  the  boat  were  completed. 

The  commissioner  was  bound,  under  the  order,  to  inquire 
into  the  amount  of  the  loss  from  demurrage  of  the  vessel 
whilst  und^going  repairs.  As  already  intimated,  the  claim* 
ants  cannot,  by  exception  to  his  report,  attack  the  justness  or 
piopriety  of  the  order  of  reference  itself. 

The  question,  what  is  the  rule  of  damages  in  such  case, 
and  whether  an  estimate  of  probable  profits  lost,  is  a  rightful 
method  of  determining  the  amount  of  such  demurrage,  is, 
liowever,  still  open,  so  far  as  the  former  adjudication  of  the 
Court  in  the  cause  is  concerned. 

The  case  of  Sidney  D.  Condry,  (1  How.  28,)  gives  the  law 
to  this  Court  on  that  subject.  The  U.  S.  Supreme  Court 
there  say  that  the  ruk  of  demurrage  in  collision  cases  is  the 
same  as  in  cases  of  insurance,  and  that  a  party  cannot  recover 
for  the  loss  ai  probable  profits.  The  rule  was  discussed  fuUy 
and  laid  down  with  clearness  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  this 
State,  to  the  same  effect  Blanchard  v.  Ely,  21  Wend.  349. 
The  order  in  this  case  conformed  to  the  usage  of  the  Eng- 
lish Admiralty,  (The  Gazelle,  2  W.  Rob.  279,)  and  under  it, 
according  to  the  doctrine  declared  by  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court,  the  libellants  are  restricted  to  demands 
which  would  be  allowed  for  demurrage  against  underwriters. 
It  is  true  that  Dr.  Lushington  denies  that  the  common-law 
doctrine  in  respect  to  insurance  applies  to  collision  cases 
which  are  cases  of  tort.  2  W.  Bob.  283.  But  in  an  earlier 
case,  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  decided  that  demur- 
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rage  (that  is,  the  rate  of  compensation  in  actions  ex  contractu) 
might  be  adopted  as  a  measure  of  compensation  in  cases 
ex  delicto.  The  Apollo,  9  WJieat.  362.  It  is  an  allowance  or 
compensation  for  the  detention  of  the  vesseL  9  Wheat.  373. 
At  common  law,  the  allowance  is  not  always  governed  by 
the  demurrage  stipulated  by  the  parties ;  regard  may  be  had 
also  to  the  expense  and  loss  incurred  by  the  owner,  and  the 
jury  must  settle  the  amount.  Abbott  on  Shipp.  383 ;  Morri- 
son V.  Bell,  2  Campb,  616. 

The  Supreme  Court  declare,  with  marked  emphasis,  that 
an  allowance  by  way  of  demurrage  is  the  true  measure  of 
damages  in  all  cases  of  mere  detention ;  for  that  allowance 
has  relation  to  the  snip's  expenses,  wear  and  tear,  and  com- 
mon employment.  The  Apollo,  9  Wheat.  378.  Forty  dollars 
per  day  was  allowed  in  that  case  for  the  detention  of  the 
Tessel,  on  the  judgment  of  witnesses  as  to  what  would  be  a 
reasonable  compensation  for  being  kept  out  of  employment. 

Dr.  Lushington  makes  up  the  compensation  for  demurrage 
by  deducting  from  the  gross  freight  so  much  as  would,  in 
ordinary  cases,  be  disbursed  in  the  earning  of  freight.  The 
Gazelle,  2  W.  Rob.  284. 

There-  does  not  appear  to  be  any  charge  presented  in  this 
case  for  actual  loss  of  freight.  The  damages  are  claimed 
upon  the  footing  of  the  assumed  earnings  or  profits  which 
the  vessel  might  realize  during  the  period  of  her  detention. 
This  ground  is  declared  inadmissible  by  both  cases  in  the 
Supreme  Court  The  Apollo,  9  Wheat.  378 ;  Smith  v.  Con- 
dry,  1  How.  35. 

As  it  is  fitting  in  Admiralty  courts  that  some  rule  of  gene- 
ral application  should  be  observed  in  awarding  discretionary 
damages,  I  am  induced  to  think,  in  the  absence  of  direct  evi- 
dence of  loss,  that  the  value  of  the  vessel  should  be  regarded, 
and  that  a  reasonable  percentage  upon  that  value  may  be 
properly  taken  as  a  fair  measure  of  loss. 

The  maintenance  and  wages  of  the  crew  being  provided 
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for,  and  no  wear  or  tear  that  is  appreciate  being  shown,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  positLve  damage  sustained  by  the  party 
eondsts  in  being  kept  out  of  the  use  of  his  capital,  the  Talue 
ef  the  Yessel,  dining  her  repairs;  and  a  proper  percentage  on 
that  capital  wonUL  afford  an  admissible  mode  of  compensa* 
tion.  In  this  case  I  adopt  six  per  cent.,  the  usual  rate  of  inter- 
est awarded  by  this  Court,  and  the  legal  rate  in  Connecticut, 
wheie  the  vessel  is  owned,  as  a  reasonable  allowance  in  that 
respect  On  a  review  of  the  evidence,  I  am  satisfied  with 
the  conctusion  adopted  by  the  commissioner,  that  forty-two 
days  was  a  reasonable  time  to  allow  for  making  the  repairs. 
The  actual  time  occupied  cannot  be  shown  very  satisfac- 
torily, as  much  other  work  was  mixed  with  them,  and  the 
boat  was  wholly  averbauled,  and  put  in  a  condition  for  her 
next  season^s  service,  leading  to  a  lai^e  amount  of  outlay  of 
time,  labor,  and  materials  not  necessary  to  the  reparation  of 
this  particular  injury.  But  the  exception  to  the  report  on  this 
head  most  prevail,  and  the  report  be  set  aside,  because  of 
the  measure  of  damages  adopted  by  the  commissioner,  the 
amount  of  the  supposed  earnings  of  the  vessel  for  the  period 
of  her  detention  not  being  a  legal  criterion  by  which  to  deter- 
mine the  damages  occasioned  by  the  detention.  The  testi- 
mony does  not  enable  me  to  fix  the  sum,  according  to  the 
pdnciples  now  declared,  as  the  expense  of  the  maintenance 
of  the  master  and  crew  are  not  proved,  nor*  the  value  of  the 
boat 

The  case  must  accordingly  go  back  to  the  commissioner 
to  ascertain  and  report  those  particulars  upon  the  principles 


Injuries  from  tortB  must  be  compensated,  in  almost  all 
instances,  more  or  less  with  a  view  to  facts  peculiar  to  each 
particular  case.  In  ac^pting,  in  this  instance,  interest  or  a 
percentage  on  the  value  of  the  boat  for  the  time  she  was  kept 
out  of  the  libellant's  use  by  means  of  the  collision,  I  do  not 
assnme  to  lay  that  down  as  a  particular  always  to  be  admit- 
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ted  in  deterniining  the  damages  occaBioned  by  a  wrongful 
collision.  I  regard  it,  in  the  present  instance,  as  a  reasonable 
mode  of  compensating  the  party  for  what  is  a  positive  loss  to 
him,  and  as  one  which  avoids  the  vague  and  objectionable 
valuation  of  the  probable  earnings  of  the  boat,  had  she  not 
been  so  prevented  following  her  usual  employment.^    Merely 


I  The  case  was  appealed  to  the  Circuit  Goart,  and  the  propriety  of  the 
measare  of  damages  thas  laid  down  was  the  chief  question  dtacusied.  llie' 
decree  below  was  affirmed,  the  following  reasons  being  given : — 

Nelson,  J.,  after  stating  the  facts.  I  do  not  understand  this  direction 
given  by  the  District  Court,  in  respect  to  the  rule  of  damages,  as  intended  to 
be  laid  down  as  a  general  rale  to  govern  cases  of  this  kind,  but  as  an  approx- 
imation to  an  indemnity,  in  this  particular  case,  and  under  its  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances. It  was  an  allowance  for  a  supposed  or  apparent  loss,  incident  to 
the  damage  done  by  the  collision,  for  which  no  settled  rule  could  be  found, 
and  in  respect  to  which,  opinions,  whether  any  thing  should  be  allowed  or 
not,  and  if  any  thing,  by  what  rule  the  allowance  should  be  determined,  are 
conflicting  and  unsettled.  The  difficulty  is  intrinsic,  arising  out  of  the  nature 
and  description  of  the  loss,  as  the  precise  amount,  or  even  a  reasonable  ap- 
proximation to  it,  cannot  be  ascertained  by  the  application  of  any  known 
or  fixed  rule.  On  this  ground,  the  application  was  denied  altogether,  in  an 
analogous  case,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York.  Blanchard  t>.  Ely, 
21  Wend.  842.  That  some  loss  enters  into  the  general  damage  to  the  vessel, 
on  account  of  the  time  necessarily  consumed  in  making  the  repairs,  is  obvious 
enough,  and  results  directly  from  the  injury ;  but  the  difficulty  lies  in  finding 
any  rule  by  which  i9  ascertain  the  amount  with  the  certainty  required  by 
law ;  that  is  contingent  and  speculative  and  depends  upon  the  profits  of  the 
business  in  which  the  vessel  is  engaged.  If  the  owners  bad  hired  another 
vessel  of  the  kind  to  supply  the  place  of  the  disabled  one  while  she  was  under- 
going repairs,  for  a  reasonable  compensation,  there  might  have  been  some- 
thing tangible, — ^the  amount  actually  paid  for  the  purpose  of  oontiiniing  the 
business.  I  do  not  say  this  would  be  free  from  difficulty,  or  that  it  could 
be  brought  within  any  fixed  rule  of  law, — all  I  mean  to  say  is,  that  there 
would  be  less  embarrassment  in  the  allowance  than  in  the  case  before  us, 
where  the  party  did  not  see  fit  to  assume  the  rnk  and  responsibility  of  a  sub- 
stitute. The  character  and  profits  of  the  business  are  grounds,  doubtless, 
upon  which  to  determine  whether  it  would  be  expedient  for  hini  to  go  to  the 
expense  and  trouble  of  procuring  another  vessel, — a  risk,  perhaps,  which  he 
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to  lepay  the  libeOanta  the  money  expended  by  them  in  repair- 
ing, their  vessel,  would  mopt  palpably  fall  short  of  a  restitutio 
t»  integrum^  which  is  the  right  of  an  injured  party  against  a 
yn^rong  done. 

I  think,  also,  the  employment  of  the  master  as  a  supenn- 
tendant  of  the  boat  and  her  repairs,  was,  under  the^  circum- 
stances, proper,  and  that  the  libellants  are  entitled  to  reim- 
bursement for  the  sum  paid  him  per  day  for  forty-two  days. 

A  careful  consideration  of  the  testimony  satisfies  me  that 
the  commissioner,  in  all  other  particulars,  had  airived  at  sub- 
stantially correct  conclusions,  and  I  shall  not  distorb  his  find- 
ing, except  as  above  stated.  In  many  particulars  of  valuation 
rejfforted  by  the  commissioner,  there  is  room  for  diversity  of 
opinion ;  yet  any  corrections  I  might  attempt  to  make  upon 
my  appreciation  of  the  evidence  set  forth  on  paper,  would 
stand  equally  liable  to  be  varied  in  the  ciOurts  of  appeaL  The 
usage  in  the  Admiralty  courts — and  the  same  principle,  in 
substance,  prevails  in  equity — ^is  to  adopt  the  decision  of  facts 
made  by  the  tribunal  which  had  the  witnesses  and  parties  on 
hearing  face  to  fiace  before  it,  unless  some  exror  or  mistake  is 


had  a  right  to  assmxie, — and  as  the  expense  of  it  was  occasioned  by  the  col- 
liaon,  there  would  seem  to  be  some  propriety  in  the  allowance  as  an  item  of 
dsBoages.    Bat  these  considerations  do  not  ent^r  into  the  case,  when  no  sub- 
stitate  has  been  procured.    How  far  the  Court  would  feel  itself  justified  in 
the  allowance  where  a  vessel  has  been  aetnally  employed,  is  a  question  I  do 
net  intend  to  determine.    As  before  said,  there  are  difficulties  attending  it 
which  should  lead  to  caution  and  hesitation  in  the  adoption  of  that  sum  as 
the  measure  of  compensation.    It  might  involye  the  question,  whether  it  was 
practicable  to  procure  another  vessel ;  for  if  it  was  not,  after  a  fair  endeaTor, 
the  allowance  would  seem  to  be  as  reasonable  as  if  one  had  been  in  &ct  ob* 
tained.   Upon  the  whole,  I  am  inclined  not  to  interfere  with  the  allowance  as 
made,  not  because  I  think  it  founded  upon  any  fixed  or  established  principle, 
hut  because  it  is  just  enough  in  itself,  and  I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any 
principle  that  would  justify  the  adoption  of  a  higher  measure  of  damages  in 
tbd  giTen  case. 
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plainly  manifest^  The  Apollo,  9  Wheat.  37a  I  find 
in  this  case,  and  on  a  caiefol  xeview  of  the  proofb  and  com- 
parison of  them  with  the  report,  by  aid  of  tiie  acute  and  cdti- 
cal  argument  of  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  I  am  cooviBoed 
that  the  decision  of  the  commissioner  is  sabstantially  correct 
•on  the  facts,  and  ought  not  to  be  disturbed 

The  exceptioas  on  both  sides  are  acoordingly  OYenrokdi 
except  as  above  allowed,  and  without  costs  to  either  party. 

aocorditiglih 


Thb  GovERNoa. 

Where  two  yessels  are  mnning  in  the  same  direction,  the  one  astern  of  the  otbet^ 
there  rests  upon  the  rear  vessel  an  obligation  to  exercise  precaution  against  col- 
lision, which  is  not  chargeable  to  the  same  extent  npon  the  other. 

A  vessel  of  superior  speed,  running  in  the  same  direction  with  a  slower  one,  has  a 
right  to  pass  her  if  she  can  do  so  with  safety  to  both ;  but  the  burden  of  proof 
is  upon  her.  in  case  of  collision,  to  show  the  prudence  of  her  own  conduct,  and 
also  to  prove  negligence  or  misconduct  on  the  part  <rfher  rival. 

A  vessel  in  advance  is  not  bound  to  give  way,  or  to  give  fiusiKties  to«nabla  a  ve^ 
sel  in  her  rear  to  pass  her,  though  she  is  bound  to  refrain  from  any  maneBUvrss 
calculated  to  embarrass  the  latter  in  an  attempt  to  pass. 

In  collision  cases,  the  Court  will  attach  a  greater  weight  to  the  testimony  of  wit- 
nesses to  facts  which  occurred  within  their  own  knowledge,  on  board  their  own 
vessel,  than  to  any  opinions  or  judgments  formed  by  those  npon  one  vesel 
respecting  the  management  of  the  other. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem  by  John  Van  Pelt,  owner  of  the 
steamboat  Worcester,  against  the  steamboat  Grovemor,  to 
recover  damages  for  a  collision. 

The  collision  complained  of  occurred  under  the  following 
circumstances:  The  steamboats  Worcester  and  Governor 
were  passenger  vessels,  which  sailed  tri-weekly  from  New 
York,  on  the  same  day  and  at  the  same  hours.     They  left 


1  See,  abo,  Holmes  v.  Dodge,  otUe,  60. 
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New  York  on  the  afternoon  of  March  2, 1847,  about  eimul- 
taneonsly,  bound  on  the  same  course  up  the  Sound  for  Bos- 
ton. The  Worcester  belonged  to  the  Norwich  line  of  steam- 
boats, the  Governor  to  the  Stonington  line.  As  they  passed 
through  the  East  River  and  through  Hell  Gate,  the  Worces- 
ter was  somewhat  ahead,  the  Governor  being  most  of  the 
time  in  her  wake,  and  occasionally  lapped  upon  one  quarter. 
The  Governor  was  slightly  the  superior  in  speed,  and  was 
seeking,  from  time  to  time,  between  New  York  and  Sands' 
Point,  to  avail  herself  of  a  favorable  opportunity  to  pass  her 
rival  The  boats  ran  in  company  in  this  manner,  from  one 
to  two  lengths  apart,  until,  when  they  reached  the  Stepping- 
stones,  three  or  four  miles  from  Sands'  Point,  the  Governor 
took  a  course  parallel  with  that  of  the  Worcester,  and  con- 
tinued a  length  or  two  distant  from  her,  each  boat  steering 
for  Sands'  Point  buoy,  smd  in  such  manner  as  to  give  it  in 
passing  the  usual  safe  berth.  They  came  in  collision  at  that 
place — ^the  larboard  bow  of  the  Governor  striking  the  star- 
board quarter  of  the  Worcester,  near  the  gangway  and  just 
aft  the  boiler,  and  causing  some  little  damage,  the  expense  of 
repairing  which  amoimted  to  053. 

The  cause  now  came  before  the  Court  upon  the  pleadings 
and  proofs.  There  waa  some  conflict  of  testimony  upon  the 
question  which  of  the  boats  was  responsible  for  the  collision. 
Several  witnesses,  who  were  on  board  the  Governor  at  the 
time,  testified  that  that  boat  held  her  course  steadily,  edging 
as  close  to  the  shore  as  could  be  done  with  safety,  and  in 
such  manner  that  she  brought  the  buoy  at  Sands'  Point 
against  her  starboard  guards  and  under  them ;  and  that  the 
Worcester,  as  it  appeared  to  the  witnesses,  deviated  from  her 
true  course,  bearing  towards  the  Governor,  until,  when  within 
a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  the  buoy,  she  sheered  directly  across 
the  bows  of  the  latter  boat,  thus  causing  the  collision.  The 
two  pilots  on  board  the  Worcester,  on  the  contrary,  both 
swore  that  that  boat  Was  running  by  the  compass  N.  E.  |  B., 
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firom  the  time  of  passing  the  Stepping-Stones  up  to  the  mo- 
ment of  collision ;  that  she  was  not  sheered  from  that  coone 
towards  the  Gk>vernor ;  that  the  coarse  of  the  Worcester  was 
the  course  usually  taken  by  steamboats  on  the  Sound  to  pass 
Sands'  Point,  being  calculated  to  secure  a  safe  *  berth  from 
the  buoy ;  and  that  the  usage  of  navigation  was  to  run  near 
Sands'  Point  in  going  into  the  Sound.  In  these  general 
statements  as  to  the  course  of  navigation,  all  of  the  witnesses 
on  both  sides,  who  were  acquainted  with  the  subject,  con- 
curred. 

Luiher  R.  Marshy  for  libellants, 

John  Sherwood  and  &  Sherwood^  for  respondents. 

Betts,  J.  If  the  Worcester  and  the  Grovernor  had  been 
running  in  opposite  directions,  the  collision  might,  probably, 
have  been  deemed  to  be  so  far  the  result  of  mere  casualty  and, 
misadventure  as  to  leave  each  vessel  to  bear  for  herself  the 
consequences  of  the  accident  falling  upon  her.^  But  the  fact 
that  they  were  running  in  the  same  direction,  the  one  astern 
of  the  other,  imposed  upon  the  rear  boat  an  obligation  to  pre* 
caution  and  care  which  is  not  chargeable  to  the  same  extent 
upon  the  other.  In  the  light  of  this  principle,  the  circum- 
stances of  the  present  case  manifestly  cast  the  burden  of 
proof  upon  the  Governor.  She  was  astern,  and  was  seeloBg 
to  run  past  the  Worcester.  She  had  a  right  to  the  advantage 
of  her  superior  speed,  and  under  such  circumstances  it  would 
have  been  tortious  and  blameable  conduct  on  the  part  of  the 
Worcester  designedly  to  intercept  the  Governor,  to  crowd  her 
off,  or  to  bafBe  her  in  that  effort'    But  it  devolves  upon  the 


1  See  The  Moxey,  antey  78,  where  the  authorities  apon  this  point  are 
mentioned. 

3  Compare  the  case  of  The  Rhode  Island,  OLcoU^  605,  where  the  relati?e 
rights  and  di^es  of  two  steamboats,  bound  in  the  same  direction,  the  one  in 
advance  of  the  other,  Are  discussed. 
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Oovemox  to  show  tiie  jvudenoe  of  her  own  conduct,  as  well 
89  to  prove  negligence  or  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  Wor- 
eester.  It  was  not  the  duty  t)f  the  latter  boat  to  veer  from 
her  comrae  so  as  to  open  a  passage  for  the  (Governor,'  or  to 
lend  her  any  facility  in  aid  of  her  pnrpose  to  pass.  We  may 
censure  any  rigid  adherence  to  strict  right  by  which  one  com- 
peting boat  interposes  embarrassments  in  the  way  of  her 
competitor,  and  may  regret  the  want  of  a  magnanimous*  and 
liberal  course  of  conduct  which  might  relieve  a  vessel  of  supe- 
rior speed  and  endeavoring  to  get  ahead,  from  delay  or  diffi* 
cnlty  in  accomplishing  that  object.  But  the  Court  is  only 
empowered  to  adjudicate  the  legal  rights  of  the  one  and  the 
tesponaibility  of  the  other. 

It  was  therefore  clearly  the  duty  of  the  Governor  to  select 
a  place  for  passing  the  Worcester,  and  a  mode  of  effecting  it, 
which  would  not  expose  the  latter  to  injury.  The  rear  boat, 
in  such  case,  must  stop  her  way,  or  back  off  and  await  the 
opening  of  a  sufficient  passage,  if  the  leading  boat  is  so  placed 
that  safe  room  is  not  left  to  pass  without  coming  within  a 
hazardous  proximity  to  her.  The  general  law  of  navigation 
secures  to  vessels  under  way  the  track  they  are  rightfully  pur- 
suing,  and  makes  it  cause  of  damage  for  others  to  molest  or 
crowd  upon  them  in  it.  Jacob.  Sea  L.  338.  This  subject  is 
often  regulated  by  municipal  laws  in  respect  to  vessels  within 
tiie  jurisdiction  of  the  particular  government;  and  if  such 
laws  are  not  of  positive  obligation  in  maritime  courts,  they 
are  frequently  adopted  as  rules  of  decision  in  respect  to  col- 
lisions on  the  waters  of  the  State,  or  by  vessels  owned  within 
it'     The  defence  has  accordingly  been   placed  upon  the 


^  A  statate  of  the  State  of  New  York  prescribes  that  <*  Wlteneyer  any 
steamboat  shall  be  going  in  the  same  direction  with  another  steamboat  ahead 
of  it,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  navigate  the  first  mentioned  boat  so  as  to  ap- 
proach or  pass  the  other  boat  so  being  ahead,  within  ^he  distance  of  twenty 
yards ;  and  it  shall  not  be  lawful  so  to  navigate  the  steamboat  so  being  ahead, 
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ground  that  the  Gk)vernor  was  on  a  course  which  afforded 
ample  room  for  both  boats  to  pass  the  buoy  and  Sands'  Point 
without  interfering,  and  that  the  Worcester,  by  design  or 
through  carelessness,  veered  firom  her  proper  track,  and  bore 
across  that  of  the  Governor.  This  fact  is  the  turning  point 
in  the  case,  and  vital  to  the  defence. 

Several  witnesses,  who  were  on  board  the  Governor  at  the 
time  of  the  collision,  give  their  opinion  in  decided  terms  that 
such  was  the  fact.  The  master  of  the  Governor,  her  pilot, 
and  several  passengers  on  board,  concur  in  stating  that  the 
Worcester  suddenly  bore  off  her  course  to  the  starboard,  when 
the  Governor  was  a  quarter  of  a  mile  in  her  rear,  and  that 
she  crowded  in  upon  Sands'  Point  so  much  that  the  Gover- 
nor, if  she  continued  moving,  must  either  strike  her  or  go 
upon  the  rock. 

It  appears  to  me  this  evidence  fails  to  establish  a  justifica- 
tion of  her  conduct,  for  two  reasons : — 

First — It  is  not  shown  that  the  engine  of  the  Governor  was 
stopped,  or  slowed,  as  soon  as  there  appeared  to  be  danger 
that  the  two  boats  might  come  together,  nor  that  the  full 
means  in  her  power  were  employed  in  due  season  to  avoid 
coming  upon  the  Worcester ;  for  the  master  of  the  Governor, 
in  his  testimony,  admits  he  could  have  avoided  striking  the 
Worcester,  if,  at  the  time  when  lie  first  noticed  that  she  was 
altering  her  course^  he  had  supposed  that  she  would  crowd  in 
so  closely  upon  his  track. 

Second. — The  evidence  charging  the  fault  upon  the  Wor- 
cester is  essentially  matter  of  opinion,  and  not  statements  of 
facts.  The  witnesses  say  that  the  Worcester  appeared  to 
them  to  bear  down  upon  and  to  cross  the  Governor's  line  of 
approach.     These  witnesses  were  upon  the  Governor,  and 


as  unnecessarily  to  brigg  it  within  twenty  yards  of  the  steamboat  following 
it."    1  Rev.  Stat.  682,  §  7.    Penalty,  S250.    lb.  683,  §  8. 
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their  judgment  as  to  the  direction  of  the  other  vessel  was 
gnided  by  nothing  more  than  the  apparent  approximation  of 
the  two,  and  the  impression  that  the  converging  vtras  caused 
by  a  wrong  movement  of  the  "Worcester.  Their  position  was 
most  unfavorable  to  an  exact  and  accurate  judgment  on  that 
point.  No  range  was  taken  to  any  fixed  object,  nor  was  the 
course  or  bearing  of  either  boat  observed  by  the  compass. 
They  were  themselves  advancing  with  great  speed,  and  were 
looking  at  an  object  several  hundred  yards  distant,  moving 
from  them  with  velocity.  Very  slight  reliance  can  be  placed 
in  the  opinions  of  witnesses  so  circumstanced,  as  to  the  actual 
bearing  and  course  the  Worcester  was  pursuing  at  the  time. 
These  impressions  and  opinions  of  the  witnesses  must  be 
weighed  as  part  of  the  evidence  in  the  case,  particularly  so 
far  as  they  may  avail  in  corroboration  of  facts  proved,  or  to 
countervsdl  testimony  of  like  character  from  the  other  party ; 
but  alone  they  would  scarcely  justify  a  judgment  in  conform- 
ity to  them.  They  are,  however,  met  by  the  testimony  of  the 
two  pilots  on  boanPlhe  Worcester,  both  of  whom  deny  that 
there  was  any  deviation  or  alteration  in  her  course,  such  as 
was  stated  to  have  taken  place  by  the  witnesses  on  the  Gov- 
ernor, and  who  say  that  her  course  was  the  one  usually  taken 
by  steamboats  on  the  Sound  in  passing  the  Poiilt. 

In  collision  cases,  the  Court  always  discriminates  carefully 
between  the  testimony  of  vdtnesses  to  facts  which  they  assert 
to  have  occunred  upon  their  own  vessel  and  within  their  own 
knowledge,  and  the  opinions  and  beliefs  expressed  by  them  in 
respect  to  what  occurred  upon  the  adverse  vessel.  Where 
the  witnesses  are  credible,  their  direct  testimony  to  what  was 
done  or  omitted  by  themselves  or  by  others  under  their  imme- 
diate  and  direct  observation,  is  far  more  satisfactory  and  de- 
cifflve  than  any  opinions  or  inferences  formed  in  respect  to 
matters  lying  without  their  positive  knowledge,  especially 
where  those  matters  relate  to  the  managenaent  of  another  ves- 
sel   However  intelligent  and  upright  the  witnesses  may  be, 
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there  must  always  be  great  difficulty  in  judging  accurately  in 
respect  to  the  manner  in  which  a  distant  vessel  is  navigated ; 
and  the  natural  difficulties  in  the  way  of  forming  a  sound 
judgment  in  respect  to  the  management  of  such  vessel  are 
greatly  enhanced  in  the  case  of  collision,  by  the  excitements 
of  the  occasion,  and  by  the  many  circumstances  which  go  to 
give  a  bias  or  prejudice  to  the  mind.  Thus  it  is  observed 
that  persons  on  board  each  vessel  almost  invariably  attribute 
the  collision  and  fault  of  the  occurrence  to  the  opposite  one. 
The  testimony  of  witnesses  to  their  knowledge  of  what  occui^ 
red  upon  their  own  ship  accordingly  justly  outweighs  that  of 
superior  numbers,  who  speak  only  from  a  judgment  or  opin- 
ion, formed  from  distant  observation.^ 

In  this  view  of  the  case,  I  regard  it  as  proved,  by  a  prepon- 
derance of  testimony,  that  the  Worcester  held  her  regular  and 
proper  course  without  deviation.  That  course,  having  an 
inclination  towards  the  buoy,  brought  her  nearer  to  it,  and 
with  greater  rapidity  than  was  anticipated  or  supposed  by 
those  oii  board  the  Governor.  The  lattH:  boat  was  accord- 
ingly kept  on  a  line  of  direction  as  if  under  the  persuasion 
that  the  Worcester  must  continue  at  about  the  same  distance 
from  the  buoy  in  running  out  her  course  as  she  was  from  the 
Governor.  The  master  of  the  Grovemor,  however,  was  evi- 
dently aware  that  the  boats  were  approximating  each  other, 
and  enough  was  brought  to  his  notice  to  have  put  him  upon 
his  guard  and  to  call  for  the  exercise  of  great  caution.  He 
says  that  he  could  have  avoided  the  "Worcester  when  he  first 
saw  her  alter  her  course  near  the  place  of  collision,  but  he  had 
no  idea  that  she  would  "  jam  in  so  close."  As  soon  as  he 
became  aware  of  it,  he  shut  off  steam  and  stopped  his  boat 
It  was  then  too  late,  however,  as  the  boats  ^^ere  already 


A  See,  also,  remarks  of  the  Court  apon  this  subject,  in  The  Steamboat  Nar- 
aganset,  Olcott^  246 ;  The  Sloop  Ai^us,  Ih.  304 ;  The  Bhode  Island,  lb,  505. 
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almost  in  the  act  of  striking.  Upon  these  facts,  the  Governor 
is  chargeable  with  blame,  and  must  be  liable  for  the  conse- 
quences. 

The  damages  were  fortimately  very  slight.  The  bill  of 
lepaixs  presented,  the  payment  of  which  only  is  claimed, 
amoanted  to  no  more  than  $53.  The  payment  of  that  sum 
would  have  avoided  this  controversy ;  and,  as  the  Worcester 
demanded  no  more  than  her  actual  disbursements,  to  which 
she  was  clearly  entitled,  the  claimant  must  be  charged  with 
the  costs  arising  from  the  contestation  of  that  claim. 

Decree  for  the  Hbellant  for  $53,  with  interest  at  six  per 
cent,  from  March  10, 1847,  together  with  costs  to  be  taxed. 


Manchester  v.  Milne. 

A  deed  of  assignment  executed  in  another  State,  and  attested  by  two  sabscribing 
witnesses,  was  offered  in  evidence,  accompanied  by  proof  of  the  signatures  of 
one  of  the  witnesses,  and  of  both  the  assignors. 

Htld^ — 1.  That  the  witnesses  were  presumed  to  reside  at  the  place  of  execution 
and  to  be  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

2.  That  the  proof  of  the  assignors'  signatures  was  admissible  as  secondary 
eyidenoe  of  ihe  execution. 

A  Tariance  between  the  amount  of  a  caigo  of  coal  as  stated  in  the  bill  of  lading, 
and  the  amount  of  such  cargo  as  ascertained  on  delivery  at  the  port  of  consign- 
ment, may  be  explained  by  showing  that  the  mode  of  ascertaining  the  quantity 
Ss  snch  that  similar  variations  are  necessarily  of  frequent  occurrence.^ 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam^  by  Cyrus  B.  Manchester 
against  George  Milne,  to  recover  for  freight  and  primage  on  a 
cargo  of  coal,  shipped  from  Liverpool  to  New  York,  on  board 
the  ship  American. 

On  the  hearing,  the  libeUant  proved  the  shipment  of  the 


^  Compare  Manning  v.  Hoover,  decided  in  February,  1848,  and  reported 
po9t  in  its  order  of  date. 
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coal,  September  30, 1846,  at  which  time  the  vessel  was  owned 
by  the  Messrs.  Arnold.  He  put  in  evidence  the  bill  of  lading, 
which  was  for  200  tons  of  Orrell  coal,  at  the  rate  of  six  shil- 
lings sterling  per  ton  freight,  and  five  per  cent  primage. 

To  show  his  right  to  maintain  the  action,  he  also  put  in 
evidence  an  assignment  of  the  vessel  and  her  freight,  made 
November  21, 1846,  by  the  then  owners  of  the  ship,  to  the 
libellant  The  assignment  was  under  seal,  and  executed  in 
Providence,  R.  L,  having  been  also  acknowledged  and  there 
recorded.  It  was  attested  by  two  subscribing  witnesses. 
The  libellant  proved  the  signature  of  one  of  these  witnesses, 
and  that  such  witness  resided  in  Providence,  and  also  proved 
the  signatures  of  the  assignors  ;  but  the  residence  of  the  other 
subscribing  witness  was  not  shown,  nor  his  absence  accounted 
for. 

The  respondent  objected  that  the  proof  of  the  execution  of 
the  assignment  was  insufficient,  the  absent  witness  not  being 
shown  to  be  dead,  or  to  be  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court.  The  libellant  contended  that  the  acknowledgment  of 
the  instrument  in  the  place  where  it  was  executed,  being  by 
the  local  law  competent  proof  of  its  due  execution,  was  also 
sufficient  evidence  here.  The  Court  ruled  this  point  against 
him,  but  decided  that  the  proof  given  established  the  due  ex- 
ecution of  the  instrument,  and  that  the  libellant  was  entitled 
upon  it  to  maintain  the  action. 

The  respondent  then  gave  evidence  in  defence,  tending  to 
show  that  the  vessel  made  short  delivery  of  the  cargo ;  that 
out  of  the  two  hundred  tons  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  lading, 
less  than  one  hundred  and  eighty-five  were  delivered  at  the 
port  of  consignment  The  character  of  the  evidence  on  both 
sides,  in  relation  to  this  point,  appears  from  the  opinion. 

Betts,  J.  Where  an  instrument  under  seal,  attested  by  a 
subscribing  witness,  is  to  be  proved,  and  the  production  of 
the  witness  himself  is  excused,  the  technical  rule  of  evidence 
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lequires  proof  of  his  signature,  even  though  the  execution  by 
the  principal  party  be  proved  by  his  most  solemn  admission 
out  of  Court.  1  Gfreetd.  Ev.  §  569 ;  1  Phill.  Ev.  473.  This 
mle  is  arbitrary  and  formal,  as  it  dispenses  with  direct  proof 
of  the  identity  of  the  principal  party,  the  essential  particular 
in  the  question  whether  the  deed  is  actually  his,  and  admits 
proof  of  the  handwriting  of  an  absent  subscribing  witness  to 
the  deed  to  establish  that  fact ;  and  countenances  the  further 
implication  that  the  witness  was  present  and  saw  the  sig- 
nature, the  sealing,  and  delivery  of  the  deed  which  he 
attested. 

Where  none  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  an  instrument 
are  capable  of  being  examined,  it  is  only  necessary  to  prove 
the  handwriting  of  one  of  them.  1  Oreenl.  Ev.  §  575 ;  1  Phill, 
Ev.  473.  Where  a  deed,  executed  in  a  foreign  State,  is  offered 
in  evidence,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  attesting  witnesses 
resided  at  the  place  of  execution,  and  secondary  proof  is  ad- 
missible. 3  Phill.  Ev.  Cow.  Sf  H.  1297.  Proof  of  the  hand- 
writing of  the  assignor  is  at  least  equivalent,  in  the  identifi- 
cation of  the  assignor  or  grantor,  to  the  secondary  evidence 
of  the  handwriting  of  a  subscribing  witness,  if  it  be  not  com- 
petent as  primary  and  direct.  The  objection  to  the  admissi- 
bility of  the  assignment,  upon  the  proof  given,  w€ts  therefore 
correctly  overruled. 

The  contest  upon  the  merits  of  the  case  relates  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  there  was  a  short  delivery  of  cargo.  The  proof 
of  the  quantity  delivered  is  not  very  precise  or  satisfactory. 
The  estimate  of  the  quantity  was  arrived  at  by  weighing  five 
separate  tubs  of  the  coal,  and  ascertaining  the  average  weight 
per  tub,  and  the  number  of  tubs  which  make  up  by  measure 
a  chaldron,  and  thus  from  a  computation  of  chaldrons  deter- 
mining the  quantity  of  coal  delivered.  This  method  of  ascer- 
taining quantities  of  Liverpool  coal  is  proved  to  be  the 
established  usage  of  the  trade  in  this  port  That  species  of 
coal  is  purchased  and  shipped  abroad  by  weight,  and  is  un- 
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laden  and  sold  in  this  market  by  the  chaldron.  There  is  also 
clear  evidence  to  show  that  the  computed  weight  so  ascer- 
tained is  almost  invariably  short  of  that  stated  in  the  invoices 
and  bills  of  lading.  This  variance  being  so  common,  is  do 
doubt  provided  for  in  the  original  purchases ;  but  as  a  means 
of  determining  with  certainty  whether  the  weight  shipped 
holds  out  on  delivery,  this  method  of  measurement  cannot  be 
made  the  basis  of  any  positive  or  sure  determination.  It 
affords  an  approximation  which  ordinarily  will  be  found,  it 
would  seem,  on  the  proofs,  to  come  within  two  or  three  per 
cent  of  uniformity.  The  state  of  the  weather,  whether  dry 
or  wet,  when  the  coal  is  weighed  and  laden  on  board,  and  the 
quality  of  the  coal,  whether  coarse  or  fine,  are  particulars 
essentially  varying  the  result,  when  the  cargo  comes  to  be 
unladen  by  measure,  often  reducing  the  invoice  weight  from 
four  to  nine  per  cent. 

In  the  present  case,  the  difTerence  was  nearly  eight  per  cent 
There  is  evidence  that  a  small  quantity  was  used  by  the  ship 
during  the  voyage,  but  this  was  done  with  the  knowledge  and 
assent  of  the  agent  of  the  respondent,  and  was  but  to  a  very 
inconsiderable  amount,  by  no  means  sufficient  to  account  for 
the  disparity  between  the  bill  of  lading  and  the  weighmaster's 
return  here.  I  think  the  evidence  in  respect  to  the  waste  is 
not  sufficient  to  subject  the  vessel  to  any  charge  or  respon- 
sibility for  such  use ;  and  I  am  further  of  opinion  that  the 
decided  weight  of  evidence,  direct  and  presumptive,  is,  that 
the  delivery  made  acquitted  the  ship  of  her  liability  under  the 
bill  of  lading. 

The  decree  must  accordingly  be  in  favor  of  the  libellant,  it 
being  referred  to  a  commissioner  to  compute  the  amount  of 
freight  due. 
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The  master  of  a  reesel  having  contracted  for  the  transportation  of  a  cargo,  the  per- 
fonnance  of  the  contract  was  interrupted  while  the  lading  of  the  cargo  on  board 
was  going  on,  by  the  death  of  the  master,  and  by  the  freezing  np  of  the  vessel. 
The  owner  repudiated  the  contract,  and  refused  either  to  take  on  board  the  resi- 
due of  the  cargo  or  to  deliver  np  that  already  laden. 

Bdd^'^l.  That  the  contract  was  binding  upon  the  vessel  and  owner. 

2.  That  the  owner  was,  under  the  circumstances,  entitled  to  indulgence  for  a 
^■ponable  time,  both  to  procure  a  new  master  and  to  await  the  relief  of  his  vessel. 
•  ^Hl  That  upon  the  owner's  refusal  to  be  bound  by  the  contract,  the  libellant 
vas  entitled  to  proceed  agaiqst  the  vessel  for  his  damages. 
^  4.  That  the  libellant  could  recover  damages  for  the  value  of  the  brick  laden  on 
board  and  withheld ; — for  the  cost  of  transporting  the  residue  from  his  store-honse 
to  the  dock ; — for  any  injuries  received  by  them  while  they  lay  there  awaiting  the 
owner's  acceptance ; — and  for  the  difference  in  his  disfavor,  if  any,  between  the 
eontract  price  of  transportation  and  his  actual  expenses  incurred  in  obtaining 
another  mode  of  conveyance. 

5.  That  the  libellant  could  not  recover  against  the  vessel  for  injuries  received 
by  the  property  after  notice  of  the  owner's  refusal  to  complete  the  contract,  bat 
that  the  vessel  was  chargeable  with  the  cost  of  transporting  the  portion  of  cai^o 
kft  behind,  to  its  place  of  destination. 

This  was  a  libel  m  rem^  by  William  Churchill,  against  the 
schooner  Flash,  to  recover  damages  for  the  non-fulfilment  of 
a  contract  of  aifireightment. 

The  cause  was  before  the  Court  in  December,  1847,  upon 
demurrer,  and  the  proceedings  thereupon  are  reported  cmte^ 
67,  where  the  substance  of  the  libel  is  stated.  It  alleged 
that  the  master  of  the  Flash,  which  was  a  New  York  vessel, 
contracted  with  the  libellant,  at  New  York,  to  carry  a  cargo 
of  bricks  in  the  schooner,  from  New  York  to  Brooklyn ;  that 
the  master  took  a  portion  of  the  cargo  on  board,  but  after- 
wards refused  either  to  deliver  up  that  portion  or  to  take  on 
the  residue.  The  cause  now  came  up  for  hearing  upon  the 
pleadings  and  proofs.  The  facts  relied  upon  as  a  defence 
appear  in  the  opinion. 

William  Jay  Hasketty  for  libellant. 
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J.  M,  Cooper^  for  claimant,  contended  that  the  contract  eet 
up  by  libellant  was  one  only  binding  npon  the  master  persdn- 
ally,  but  not  npon  the  owner,  and,  therefore,  did  not  bind  the 
vessel ;  (The  David,  1  Bjob.  301 ;  MboU  on  Shipp.  161 ;)  bnd 
that  no  breach  of  contract  had  been  shown,  the  performance 
having  been  intermpted  by  "  the  act  of  God." 

Betts,  J.  The  Court  has  already  decided  upon  the  de- 
murrer in  this  cause,  that  the  contract  set  up  in  the  libel  jas 
one  for  the  non-performance  of  which  the  libellant  is  enlflra 
to  a  remedy  in  this  Court  against  the  vessel  hersell 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  testimony  adduced  by  the  1^^- 
lant  upon  the  hearing  substantiates  the  material  allegations 
of  the  libeL  The  only  important  groimd  of  defence  upon  the 
facts  is,  that  there  was  no  breach  of  the  contract,  but  only  a 
delay  in  its  fulfilment,  arising  from  "  the  act  of  God." 

The  facts  shown  in  support  of  this  defence  are,  that  while 
the  vessel  was  engaged  in  taking  on  board  the  cargo  of  brick, 
the  master  was  injured  by  a  fall,  in  consequence  of  which  he 
died  a  few  days  afterwards.  During  the  time  he  survived 
and  remained  on  board  the  vessel,  the  physicians  fwrbade  ihe 
loading  to  go  on,  because  of  the  injury  likely  to  result  from  it 
to  him  in  his  enfeebled  condition.  He  was  carried  round  in 
the  vessel,  from  the  place  she  lay,  to  the  foot  of  Hammond 
Street,  in  this  city,  and  there  landed.  Had  the  vessel  returned 
to  her  previous  station  immediately  after  landing  the  master, 
she  might,  as  the  evidence  shows,  have  completed  her  load- 
ing, and  have  conveyed  the  entire  cargo  to  Brooklyn,  its  place 
'  of  destination,  without  impediment  from  the  weather;  but 
she  delayed  several  hours  needlessly  at  Hammond  Street, 
and  was  in  consequence  frozen  in  at  that  dock,  and  thus  pre- 
vented going  on  with  the  execution  of  the  contract  until  after 
this  suit  was  commenced.  The  libellant  sent  an  agent  ib 
confer  with  the  owner  in  respect  to  the  completion  of  the 
contract,  and  on  the  first  interview  the  owner  manifested  a 
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dispositioa  to  contioae  and  fulfil  the  undertaking  entered  into 
by  the  master ;  but  upon  the  second  application  to  him  he 
positively  refused  to  do  so. 

I  do  not  think  the  short  delay  at  Hammond  Street,  although 
followed  by  the  freezing  in  of  the  vessel,  could  have  operated 
as  a  breach  of  the  contract ;  and  if  the  owner  had  proffered  a 
fulfilment  on  his  part,  to  be  made  as  soon  as  the  vessel  could 
be  extricated  from  the  ice,  (Bowman  v.  Teal,  14  Wend.  215 ; 
Parsons  v.  Hardy,  23  i&*  306,)  I  should  have  regarded  him 
firee  firom  liability  as  for  a  wilful  neglect  to  perform  it.  Un- 
der the  circumstances  of  the  case,  he  would  be  entitled  to  a 
Cbut  indulgence  for  time,  both  to  replace  the  master  and  also 
to  await  the  relief  of  the  vessel  from  her  confinement  in  the 
ice,  had  reasonable  exertions  been  used  by  the  owner  to  com- 
plete the  undertaking  for  the  vessel.     Stary  on  Bailm.  §  545  a. 

But  instead  of  thus  offering  to  complete  the  agreement  as 
soon  as  performance  should  be  within  his  power,  the  owner 
repudiated  his  obligation,  and  positively  refused  to  fulfil  it  at 
any  time.  This  refusal  is  the  gist  of  the  owner's  defalcation, 
and  properly  subjects  the  vessel  to  the  consequences  of  not 
performing  the  engagement  made  by  the  master.  There  was 
no  vis  major  or  inevitable  accident  which  released  the  vessel 
from  proceeding  in  a  reasonable  time  to  complete  the  under- 
taking. The  owner  having  taken  the  ground  that  he  would 
not  perform  that  engagement  at  all,  the  libellant  became  enti- 
tled to  proceed  against  the  vessel,  and  to  recover  the  damages 
incurred  by  reason  of  the  violation  of  the  contract  already 
0  entered  upon,  and  in  part  executed. 

In  respect  to  that  portion  of  the  cargo  which  was  taken  to 
the  vessel  and  not  received  on  board,  the  libellant  may  right- 
fully daim  the  reimbursement  of  the  expenses  of  transporting 
it  from  his  storehouse  to  the  ship  at  the  dock  from  which  it 
was  to  be  laden  on  board,  as  well  as  compensation  for  any 
injuries  received  by  the  cargo  while  it  lay  there  awaiting  the 
convenience  of  the  vessel  to  receive  it  on  board.     It  must 
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from  that  time  be  coniidered  as  delivered  alongside  the  ves- 
sel, and  the  shipment,  so  far  as  libellant  was  concerned,  most 
be  taken  to  have  been  then  completed.  Bat  it  not  having 
been  received  on  the  vessel,  there  may  be  a  question  i^hether 
the  ship  is  responsible  for  its  value,  or  for  the  subsequent  ex- 
penses incurred  in  removing  or  securing  it  ashore — ^the  libel- 
lant having  been  expressly  notified  by  the  owner  of  the  vessel 
that  he  repudiated  the  contract  of  the  master  for  its  transpor- 
tation. If  the  libellant  elected  to  leave  his  property  exposed 
after  that  notice,  the  loss  consequent  upon  that  exposure  must 
be  recovered  for  against  the  owner  personally,  and  not  by 
action  against  the  vessel  in  damages  for  the  violation  of  his 
contract  of  caniage.  The  damages  in  that  respect,  for  which 
the  vessel  is  liable  as  consequent  to  the  neglect  to  transport 
the  whole  cargo  offered  the  vessel,  would  be  the  expense  in- 
curred by  the  libellant  in  procuring  the  delivery  at  the  place 
of  its  destination  of  tha^  portion  which  was  left  behind,  as 
being  incidental  to  the  placing  it  under  the  control  of  the  ves- 
sel ;  but  not  the  consequential  damages  flowing  from  taking 
charge  of  it  on  land  after  it  was  abandoned. 

The  value  of  the  brick  laden  on  board,  the  vessel,  and  not 
conveyed  and  delivered  according  to  contract  at  the  time  the 
suit  was  instituted,  is  a  lien  upon  the  vessel,  and  must  be 
satisfied  by  her.  3  Kentf  162,  218.  I  find  it  stated,  upon  the 
brief  of  the  claimant's  advocate,  that  that  part  of  the  cargo 
has  since  been  delivered  according  to  the  agreement.  This, 
however,  does  not  appear  upon  the  proofs,  and  accordingly 
the  value  of  that  part  of  the  cargo  must  be  inquired  into  t 
upon  a  reference,  and  the  libellant  must  receive  compensation 
for  the  amount  in  the  final  decree. 

Reference  ordered. 
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In  Aitmintaj  bo  deeree  esn  be  readeied  apoa  prooft  merely,  when  Che  eabjeet-matter 
of  those  proofa  is  not  embraced  within  the  pleadings.  The  deeiee  moeft  eonfonn 
to  the  alUyations  of  the  parties. 

The  maritime  conrts  of  this  coantry  and  of  England  are  not  withont  jurisdiction 
orer  actions,  whether  in  rem  or  ta  perttmam,  between  foreigners. 

B«t  as  a  general  rale,  both  the  American  and  the  Bnglish  eonrts  will  decline  to 
entertain  snch  actions,  excepthig  where  it  is  manifeetlj  necessary  that  they 
should  do  so,  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice. 

The  Act  of  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  112,  ^  17 — authorizing  the  recovery  of  seamen's  wages 
■otwithatanding  the  loss  of  the  ehip  before  earning  freight,  provided  the  seaman 
shall  produce  a  certificate  to  the  fiict  that  he  exerted  himself  to  save  the  ship, 
cargo,  &C..— does  not  operate  to  create  a  new  right  of  action  formerly  unknown, 
but  only  by  way  of  removing  a  disability  which  the  rules  of  maritime  courts 
prerionsly  imposed. 

Peace  the  action,  in  snch  cases,  is  not  npon  the  statute,  nor  upon  any  right  created 
thereby,  but  npon  the  contract  to  pay  wages. 

In  an  action  for  wages  brought  since  the  Act  of  7  &  8  Yict.  c.  112,  the  production 
of  the  certificate  mentioned  in  the  act  is  not  required  as  an  absolute  condition 
precedent  to  a  right  of  recovery  by  seamen,  but  is  directed  as  a  mode  of  proof 
which  shall  be  sufficient,  other  legal  means  of  evidence  to  show  the  fideli^  of 
the  seamen,  and  their  title  to  wages,  not  being  excluded. 

After  a  full  hearing,  ancT  the  decision  of  the  Court  that  the  action  is  not  sus- 
tained by  the  proofs,  as  the  pleadings  stand,  it  is  competent  to  the  Court  to 
pennit  parties  to  amend  their  pleadings,  so  as  to  embrace  the  merits  of  the 
ease. 


Tbis  was  a  libel  in  personam^  by  Thomas  Davis  against 
John  Leslie,  master  of  the  ship  Virginias,  to  recover  seaman's 
wages,  and  the  value  of  wearing  apparel  lost  in  the  wreck  of 

the  ship* 

There  were  six  other  suits  arising  out  of  the  same  facts, 
and  involving  the  same  questions.  Five  of  the  seven  suits 
were  brought  against  the  master,  and  two  against  the  owner 
of  the  Virginius. 

The  facts  of  the  case  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Court 
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Alanson  Nashj  for  libellant. 

I.  This  is  the  case  of  a  British  vessel,  commanded  by  a 
British  master,  manned  by  British  seamen,  and  sailing  under 
the  British  flag,  and  lost  in  British  seas.  The  men  are  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  British  laws,  and  in  particular  to  the 
privileges  given  by  section  17  of  the  7  &  8  Victoria,  c.  112, 
which  provides  that  in  case  a  vessel  is  wrecked  or  lost  at  sea, 
the  men  may  recover  their  wages  up  to  the  time  of  the  loss. 

II.  The  law  of  a  place  where  a  contract  is  made  or  to  be 
performed  is  to  govern  as  to  the  naturej  validity^  and  effect  of 
such  contract ;  that  being  valid  in  such  place,  it  is  to  be  con- 
sidered equally  valid  and  to  be  enforced  everywhere,  with  the 
exception  of  cases  in  which  the  contract  is  immoral,  unjust, 
or  where  the  enforcing  of  it  would  be  injurious  to  the  rightB 
of  our  own  citizens.  Lodge  v.  Phelps,  1  Johns.  Ca^.  139; 
Smith  V.  Smith,  2  Johns,  235  ;  Ruggles  v.  Keeler,  3  B>.  263 ; 
Thompson  v.  Eetcbam,  4  lb.  285 ;  Sberrill  v.  Hopkins,  1  Cow* 
103,  and  cases  cited,  lb.  105-109 ;  Van  Schaick  v.  Edwards, 
2  Johns.  Cas.  385 ;  M asson  v.  Lake,  4  How.  262 ;  The  Alex- 
andria Canal  Ck>mpany  v.  Swan,  5  How.  87.  Thus  a  con- 
tract of  marriage,  though  invalid  by  ouxs»  laws,  will  be  held 
valid  here  if  valid  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  made,  and  if 
not  contrary  to  the  laws  of  God.  Decouche  v.  Savetier,  3 
Johns.  Ch.  R.  190.  So,  if  one  lawfully  sell  goods  in  a  foreign 
country,  in  a  manner  or  on  grounds  not  lawful  here,  our 
Courts  will  uphold  the  sale.  Grant  v.  McLachlin,  4  Johns. 
34.  So  the  rate  of  interest  is  governed  by  law  of  place.  Fan- 
ning V.  Consequa,  17  Johns.  511.  So  of  the  liability  of  a 
party  to  negotiable  paper.  Hicks  v.  Brown,  12  Johns.  142 ; 
see,  farther,  Masson  v.  Lake,  4  How.  262 ;  The  Alexandria 
Canal  Company  v.  Swan,  5  How.  87.  The  general  rule  upon 
this  subject  is,  that  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  is 
made,  is  to  control  its  construction,  unless  it  appear  on  the 
face  of  it  that  it  was  to  be  performed  at  some  other  place,  or 
was  made  with  reference  to  the  laws  of  some  other  place ; 
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and  the  reason  of  the  rule  is  the  supposed  ref^eaoe  which 
ey^j  conlaraat  has  to  thie  laws  of  the  0tate  or  country  where 
it  is  made,  or  where  it  is  to  be  executed,  whether  the  parties 
Bim  citizea3  of  that  State  or  coqntry,  or  not  SherriU  v.  Hop- 
kias,  1  Chw.  1(^. 

7he  libellaut  ask9  the  Court  to  decide  these  two  sets  of 
oauses  luxK>Bdijig  to  the  British  law,  and  not  according  to  ih» 
deckdons  of  causes  in  the  United  States  Courts  ;•*— they  ask 
the  benefit  of  the  lex  loci  contractus. 

ILL  The  British  statute  beiog  thus  shown  to  be  applicable, 
ought  to  secdLve  an  equitable  construction*  By  equitable 
eonstraction  a  statute  may  be  applied  to  a  case  not  within  its 
letter,  bat  within  its  meaning,  on  the  ground  that  the  case  is 
within  the  mischief  for  which  it  was  intiended  to  provide  a 
remedy.  Piatt  v.  The  Sheriff  of  London,  Plowd,  36 ;  Eyston 
V.  Btudd,  Jb.  467.  A  remedial  statute  may  be  applied  by 
equitable  constraction  whenever  it  was  manifestly  the  inten- 
tion of  the  law-givers  to  embrace  within  the  operation  of  «the 
statute  such  a  case  as  that  in  question.  Remedial  statutes 
should  be  construed  liberally.  3  Cokeys  Jkst.  381>;  Vanhook 
V.  WMtlock,  2  E4»D.  304 ;  St.  Peter's  of  York  v.  Middle* 
borough,  2  Younge  Sf  J.  196. 

IV;  The  mischief  sought  to  be  remedied  by  the  British 
statute  was  two  fold.  1.  Although  the  seamen  might  per- 
form their  duty  faithfully,  yet  when  the  vessel  Was  lost  on 
the  voyage,  the  whde  of  their  wages  were  lost  This  led  to 
carelessness  and  indifference  on  the  part  of  §eamen,  and  oft^i 
to  total  loss  of  the  vessel  and  caj^o.  To  remedy  this  evil^ 
and  give  the  mariner  what  he  had  honestly  worked  for,  and  of 
whicdi  he  should  not  be  deprived,  except  for  his  own  act,  this 
statute  was  passed.  It  still  requires  him  to  exert  himself  to 
the  utmost,  and  in  such  exertion  he  risks  bis  life  momentarily ; 
but  it  gives  him,  while  thus  working,  the  knowledge  that  if 
he  is  not  al>Ie,  though  willing  to  save  his  employer's  property, 
he  will  not  be  deprived  of  the  firuit  of  his  honest  labor  and 
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peril,  unless  for  his 'own  conduct.  In  the  present  case  the 
men  did  every  thing  that  could  be  done ;  they  were  placed, 
by  the  negligence  of  the  owners,  under  a  captain  who,  as  the 
testimony  shows,  was  at  least  careless  in  preparing  for  sea, 
and  who,  on  the  appearance  of  danger,  left  his  crew  at  the 
first  Qpportunity,  to  struggle  through  the  danger  as  best  they 
might.  2.  Seamen  cannot  insure  their  wages,  but  an  owner 
may  his  ship  and  freight,  (out  of  which  the  men  are  paid,) 
thus  making  it  for  his  advantage  that  the  vessel  should  be 
lost.  This  statute  certainly  removes  this  temptation,  and 
diminishes  the  temptation  to  destroy  the  ship  for  the  insur- 
ance upon  her,  and  in  that  view  is  certainly  for  the  benefit  of 
all  concerned ;  it  leaves  the  risk  of  the  voyage  with  the  party 
who  may  insure  it,  and  relieves  the  generally  penniless  sailor 
of  the  risk,  that  after  working  and  perilling  his  life  for  six 
months  or  longer,  his  money  may  go  into  the  owner's  pocket, 
in  the  shape  of  insurance,  without  the  opportunity  of  mak- 
ing  such  owner  respond  for  the  services  and  risks  he  has  un* 
dergone. 

V.  The  seamen  ought  not  to  lose  the  remedy  given  them 
•by  the  act,  by  reason  of  their  inability  to  procure  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  master  to  their  faithful  service,  as  prescribed,  even 
if  the^  production  of  such  certificate  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  right  to  the  relief  granted.  A  party  is 
not  to  be  deprived  of  a  right,  by  failure  to  perfonn  a  condi- 
tion, where  such  performance  is  out  of  his  power,  especially 
where,  as  here,  the  condition  is  substantially  though  not  lite- 
rally performed ;  the  deposition  of  the  master  to  the  faithful 
service  of  the  crew  being  as  reliable  evidence  as  his  certifiaxte 
could  be.  Thus  the  act  of  God  will  excuse  the  performance 
of  a  condition.  Hughes  v.  Edwards,  9  Wheat.  S4d ;  Merrill  v. 
Emory,  9  lb.  489 ;  8  Cow.  299 ;  10  Pick.  507 ;  BolU's  Abr.  450. 
So  he  who  prevents  the  performance  of  a  condition  cannot 
take  advantage  of  its  non-performance.  Williams  v.  The 
Bank  of  the  United  States,  2  Pet.  102 ;  1  Bibb.  380 ;  2  lb.  437. 
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VL  lodependently  of  the  British  act  cited,  the  libellant 
might  recover  under  the  general  maritime  law.  AbboU  on 
Shipp.  750;  Col.  Laws  of  Mass.  1668;  Laws  of  Oleron; 
Laws  of  Wisbvuy;  Laws  of  the  Exmse  Towns. 

W,  Mudock^  for  respondent. 

L  A  total  loss  of  the  vessel  being  established,  this  Court 
has  decided  that,  by  the  law  maritime,  the  claim  for  wages  is 
is  gone  by  a  misfortune  common  to  all  concerned. 

IL  The  statute  of  Victoria,  relied  on,  is  a  matter  of  fact  of 
which  no  proof  is  given,  and  of  which  this  Court,  without 
consent  or  evidence,  cannot  take  cognizance.  A  commis- 
sion OE  evidence  might  show  that  it  was  repealed  or  inop- 
erative. 

ILL  All  navigation  laws  are  enacted  for  the  benefit  of  com- 
m^ee.  This  case  of  a  total,  hopeless  loss,  when  the  vessel 
was  ^^  water-logged  "  in  the  ocean,  "  ojBT  the  banks  of  New- 
foundland," and  <^  loaded  with  timber,"  no  hope  of  saving 
any  thing  from  the  wreck  being  proved,  the  defendant  having 
even  "  lost  his  clothes,"  cannot  come  within  the  policy  or 
scope  of  the  statute. 

IV.  But  at  all  events,  no  force  of  construction  can  apply 
this  statute  in  a  personal  action  against  the  master.  He  is 
liable  under  his  contract  only,  and  the  statute  is  silent  as 
to  him.  There  is  a  certificate  required,  which  is  not  pro- 
dooed ;  and  the  statute  requisition  shows  it  applies  to  own* 
ers  only. 

Bbtts,  J.  This  is  one  of  seven  suits  in  personam^  prose- 
tmted  by  the  crew  of  the  British  ship  Virginius — ^two  against 
th9  reputed  owner  of  the  ship,  and  five  against  her  master- 
to  recover  the  wages  of  the  men  and  the  value  of  their  wear- 
ing apparel  taken  on  board  and  lost  with  the  ship. 

The  parties  have  stipulated  that  the  seven  suits  shall  stand 
as  if  consolidated. 

In  respect  to  the  two  suits  against  the  alleged  owner,  it  is 
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sufficieat  to  say  that  the  allegatiotiB  of  his  owneralup  weie 
wholly  disproved  upon  the  bearing,  and  the libete cigainathim 
must  be  dismissed  for  that  reason. 

In  the  remaining  five  suits  th^re  are  several  questions  which 
require  consideration* 

It  appears  that  the  ship  sailed  fiK)m  Quebec  for  Liiverpool 
about  September  13, 1847,  and  encountered  a  gale  «€tfly  in 
Ootober ;  and  aftar  riding  it  out  for  three  days,  beeame  wat»* 
logged,  and  on  or  about  October  9,  was  abandoned  by  the 
dficers  and  crew  when  on  the  point  of  foandering.  The  offi- 
cers and  crew  were  received  on  board  two  other  vessels  then 
in  sight,  lying  to  for  them,  the  Virginius  having  hoisted  a 
signal  of  distress.  The  libellants  demanded  wages  for  the  full 
period  of  service  on  board,  at  the  rate  of  thirteen  pounds  ster- 
ling each  man  per  month,  and  also  payment  for  their  dothes, 
&c.,  lost  in  the  wreck. 

The  libels  charge  that  the  ship  was  tmseaworthy  when  she 
sailed,  and  was  lost  in  consequence  thereof.  There  is  no 
allegation,  either  in  the  libel  or  answer,  which  has  any  rela- 
tion to  the  fact  of  services  having  been  rendered  to  the  ship 
as  a  wreck,  such  as — ^under  the  operation  of  the  act  of  7  &  8 
Victoria,  by  the  aid  of  which  it  was  sought  upon  the  argu- 
ment to  sustain  the  action — would  save  the  seamen  their 
antecedent  wages.  The  whole  case  is  put  by  the  libel  upon 
the  ground  that  the  ship  was  imseawerihy  when  the  voyage 
commenced,  and  the  answer  avoids  all  averments  ot  allega- 
tions whatever  in  regard  to  the  services  or  conduct  of  the  sea- 
men on  the  voyage,  or  at  the  time  of  the  wreck.  Upon  ibid 
point  I  am  clear  that  no  cause  of  action  has  been  made  out 
by  the  libellants.  The  charge  of  unseaworthiness  is  whAly 
unsustained.  The  ship  was  in  a  sound  and  safe  eonditioii 
and  fitment  for  the  voyage ;  and  if  any  color  of  fault  is  shown, 
it  respects  only  the  prudent  and  correct  management  of  the 
master  after  she  left  port  The  evidence  to  that  point  is 
exceedingly  feeble  and  unsatisfiactory,  and  is  far  short  of 
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establishing  any  act  of  gross  negligence,  or  the  want  of  com* 
petent  skill  in  navigating  or  keeping  her  seaworthy  on  the 
voyage. 

It  is  a  cardinal  role  in  Admiralty  proceedings,  that  no  de- 
cree can  be  rendered  upon  proofs  alone,  when  the  snbject- 
matter  of  those  proofs  is  not  essentially  alleged  in  the  plead- 
ings.^ The  decree  of  the  Court  upon  the  case,  in  its  present 
aspect,  must  therefore  be  against  the  claim  preferred  by  the 
Bbellants  to  recover  upon  the  ground  of  unseaworthiness, 
wages  for  the  whole  duration  of  the  employment  contem- 
plated by  their  shipping  contract  But  the  impressive  equity 
of  the  libellants'  case  to  the  protection  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, and  to  the  relief  provided  under  ft,  being  manifest,  and 
the  questions  having  been  fully  argued  upon  bbth  sides  in 
lespect  to  the  character  and  operation  of  the  remedy  given  by 
the  statute,  I  deem  it  proper  to  state  my  opinion  respecting 
the  application  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  to  the  state  of 
facts  disclosed  by  the  proofs  now  before  me,  with  a  view 
either  to  terminate  the  litigation  here,  or  to  place  the  libel- 
lants in  a  condition  to  have  the  advantage  of  the  statute  in 
support  of  their  rights. 

The  general  rule  of  maritime  law  is,  that  seamen  lose  their 
wages  in  toto  in  case  of  the  wreck  of  the  ship  upon  her  voy- 
age; and  this  rule  prevailed  equally  in  the  American  and 
l^glish  courts,  (The  Sophia,  Oilp.  77 ;  The  Neptune,  1  Hogg. 
Adm.  K  239 ;  AbboU  on  Shipp.  790 ;  3  Kent,  187,)  until  modi- 
fied in  England  by  the  statute  of  7  &  8  Victoria,  c.  112,  §  17. 
By  this  act  it  is  provided  that  in  all  cases  of  the  wreck  or 
loss  of  the  ship,  every  surviving  seaman  shall  be  entitled  to 
his  wages  up  to  the  period  of  the  wreck  or  loss  of  the  ship, 
whether  such  ship  shall  or  shall  not  have  previously  earned 


I  The  decree  of  the  Court  must  be  secundum  allegata  et  probata.    See  The 
Steamboat  Rhode  Island,  OUott,  505,  and  authorities  there  cited. 
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fireiglit,  provided  the  seaman  Bhall  produce  a  certificate  from 
the  master  or  chief  surviving  offioer  of  the  ship,  to  the  effect 
that  he  had  exerted  himself  to  the  utmost  to  save  the  ship, 
cargo,  and  stores. 

This  is  a  most  wise  and  salutary  substitute  for  that  old 
figment  of  law  which  has  in*  many  cases  been  most  oppres* 
sivdy  enforced  against  seamen,  that  <<  freight  is  the  mother  of 
wages ; ''  so  that,  where  no  freight  is  earned,  no  wages  can 
be  recovered.  See  Donnett  v.  Tomhagen,  3  Johns,  154 ;  The 
Elizabeth  and  Jane,  Ware^  41 ;  Abbott  on  Shipp.  760.  And 
the  Virginius  being  a  British  vessel,  the  crew  British  subjects, 
and  the  contract  one  entered  into  in  the  British  dominions, 
with  a  view  to  execution  therein  also,  the  law  of  Gfreat  Britain 
must  prescribe  the  rule  by  which  the  operation  of  the  contract, 
with  the  benefits  and  disadvantages  accompanying  it,  are  to 
be  determined.  Masson  v.  Lake,  4  Ebw.  278,  and  cases  cited; 
Etory  on  Ckmft.  L.  §  279. 

The  libellants  bring  themselves  clearly  within  the  spirit 
and  equity  of  the  act  of  Parliament  referred  to.  The  vessel 
was  lost  by  vis  major  in  a  violent  storm  at  sea,  and  during 
her  peril,  and  up  to  liie  moment  of  her  foundering,  the  crew 
rendered  every  exertion  in  their  power  to  save  her.  The  mas- 
ter and  mates  left  the  ship  in  the  ship's  boat  after  her  condi- 
tion was  hopeless.  The  crew  were  subsequently  taken  off 
by  other  vessels  lying  to  for  their  rescue,  and  the  ship  went 
down  immediately  afterwards.  The  peril  was  so  imminent, 
that  when  a  chance  of  escape  was  presented,  no  attempt  was 
made  to  save  more  than  the  lives  of  the  ship's  company.  It 
is  also  shown  that  the  mates  received  their  pay  in  full  or  in 
part,  after  their  anival  in  this  port,  and  by  drafts  of  the  master 
on  the  owners  in  Ireland. 

If,  then,  the  seamen  presented  the  certificate  of  the  master, 
pursuant  to  the  proviso  of  the  act,  there  could  be  no  doubt 
that  the  proper  tribunal  would  award  them  wages,  notwith- 
standing the  wreck  and  total  loss  of  the  ship  at  the  com- 
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mencement  of  the  voyage  and  before  any  freight  had  been 
earned. 

Two  objections  are,  howeveri  presented  to  the  recovery  of 
those  wages  in  this  action  :— 

1.  That  the  Conrt  will  not  take  jurisdiction  of  an  action 
for  wages  earned  in  a  foreign  vessel,  and  prosecuted  wholly 
between  aliens,  and  based  upon  a  statute  of  their  own  coun- 
try, granting  them  a  right  of  action  in  a  case  in  which  it 
would  not  exist  according  to  general  principles  of  law  com- 
mon to  all  courts  of  maritime  jurisdiction. 

2.  That  the  libellants  do  not  produce  the  evidence  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute,  as  that  which  will  alone  justify  an 
award  of  damages  to  them. 

I  do  not  think  the  first  objection,  that  the  Ck)urt  is  without 
jurisdiction  of  a  suit  for  wages  between  foreigners,  so  far  as 
it  rests  upon  the  idea  that  foreigners  are  without  a  standing 
in  Court,  can  be  maintained.  There  has  been,  on  the  part 
of  maritime  courts,  both  of  England  and  America,  a  very 
general  disinclination  to  entertain  such  suits,  and  they  have 
in  several  cases  declined  to  take  jurisdiction,  in  language 
which  almost  amounts  to  a  denial  of  the  power  to  take  it. 
But  I  understand  the  weight  of  authority  in  both  countries  to 
be,  that  upon  the  one  hand  the  Courts  are  not  without  ample 
power  to  hear  and  determine  such  suits,  when  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  before  them  seem  to  render  it  fit  that  they 
should  do  so ;  while,  upon  the  other  hand,  they  are  not  bound 
to  do  this,  but  will,  in  general,  firom  motives  of  international 
comity,  of  delicacy,  and  of  convenience,  decline  the  suit.  In 
other  words,  the  foreign  libellant  is  regarded  as  not  entitled 
to  invoke  the  powers  of  the  Court,  as  matter  of  absolute 
right;  yet  where  the  Court  is  satisfied  that  justice  requires  its 
iat^osition  in  his  favor,  those  powers  may  be,  and  will  be, 
exercised  in  his  behalf. 

That  there  is  vested  in  the  Court  at  least  a  latent  jurisdic- 
tion over  these  actions,  which  may  be  exercised  under  the 
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guidance  of  a  sound  discretion,  seems  to  be  clearly  shown  by 
reference  to  those  cases  in  which,  both  in  England  and  Amer- 
ica, suits  between  foreigners  have  been  entertained  in  Admi- 
ralty, on  the  ground  of  a  special  necessity.  The  Conrtoey, 
Edw.  Adm.  R.  239 ;  The  WUhelm  Frederick,  1  Hogg.  Adm. 
R.  138 ;  Ellison  v.  The  Bellona,  Bee's  Adm.  K  112 ;  Wil- 
lendson  v.  The  Forsoket,  1  Pet,  •Adm.  R.  196 ;  Moran  v.  Baa- 
den,  2  lb.  416 ;  Weibery  v.  The  Oloff,  lb.  428. 

The  very  question  has,  moreover,  been  brought  under  thor- 
ough discussion  in  England,  as  recently  as  1840,  in  the  case 
of  The  Golubchick,  1  W.  Rob.  143.  This  case  was  a  libel 
in  rem  for  wages.  The  master  appeared  under  protest  to  the 
jurisdiction,  grounded  on  the  fact  that  the  suit  was  between 
foreigners.  In  delivering  his  opinion  against  the  protest,  Dr. 
Lushington  reviews  the  previous  English  cases  on  the  sub- 
ject, and  thus  expresses  the  views  taken  by  himself: — 

"  Upon  general  principles,  I  am  inclined  to  hold  that  this 
Court  does  possess  a  competent  jurisdiction  to  adjudge  in 
these  cases ; — at  the  same  time  the  exercise  of  this  jurisdiction 
is  discretionary  with  the  Court ;  and  if  the  consent  of  the 
representative  of  the  government  to  which  the  vessel  belongs 
is  withheld,  upon  reasonable  grounds  being  shown,  the  Court 
must  decline  to  exercise  its  authority*  Indeed,  circumstances 
might  occur  upon  the  face  of  the  case  itself  in  which  this 
difficulty  might  arise,  that  the  matter  in  dispute  was  so  con- 
nected with  the  municipal  law  of  a  foreign  country,  that  this 
Court  would  be  incompetent  to  render  impartial  justice ;  in 
such  cases,  undoubtedly,  the  Court  would  decline  to  adjudi- 
cate.^ 

The  cases  in  this  country,  upon  the  whole,  sustain  the 
same  doctrine. 

In  The  Jerusalem,  2  OcUL  191,  the  libellant  sought  to  re- 
cover upon  a  bottomry  bond  upon  a  foreign  ship.  The  par- 
ties were  both  subjects  of  the  Sublime  Porte,  and  the  claim- 
ant appeared  under  protest  to  the  jurisdiction.     Mr.  Justice 
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Story  held  tiiat  a  proceeding  in  rem  might  be  maintained  in 
our  courts  against  property  within  our  jurisdiction,  although 
the  parties  were  foreigners.  And  although  he  waives  any 
decision  of  the  question  as  to  jurisdiction  in  personal  actions, 
he  intimates  a  decided  opinion,  that  even  in  respect  to  the 
personal  action  for  wages,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  is 
clear,  while  the  policy  of  its  lexercise  in  particular  cases  may 
be  matter  of  question.  This  view  is  approved  by  Dr.  Lush- 
ington,  in  a  supplementary  opinion  in  the  case  of  The  Golub- 
diick,  ahready  cited. 

In  the  C5ase  of  Thompson  v.  The  Ship  Nanny,  Bee^s  Adm. 
K  317,  the  Court  declined  to  entertain  the  cause,  but  rested 
file  decision  entirely  upon,  the  equities  of  the  case,  and  held, 
that  while  there  should  be  great  caution  in  the  exercise  of 
jurisdiction  as  to  foreigners,  unless  under  peculiar  circum- 
stances, yet  such  jurisdiction  ought  not  to  be  relinquished 
where  it  may  appear  proper  or  necessary  to  prevent  a  failure 
of  justice. 

So  in  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Dalton,  1  Cow.  543,  which 
was  an  action  by  a  seaman  against  a  master,  both  foreigners, 
far  assault  and  battery,  committed  on  shipboard,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  New  York  sustained  the  jurisdiction.  They  say : 
^  Our  courts  may  take  cognizance  of  torts  committed  on  the 
high  seas  on  board  a  foreign  vessel;  but  on  principles  of 
comity,  as  well  as  to  prevent  the  frequent  and  serious  injuries 
that  would  result,  they  have  exercised  a  sound  discretion  in 
entertcdning  jurisdiction  or  not,  according  to  circumstances." 

These  cases  sufficiently  sustain  the  view  which  this  Court 
has  already  taken  in  one  or  two  cases  ^  formerly  before  it,  and 
which  certainly  rests  upon  sound  principle,  that  this  Court  is 
not  without  power  to  adjudicate  upon  a  controversy  between 
foreigners,  although  such  suit  is  in  personam ;  while  at  the 
same  time,  as  this  class  of  actions  tend  to  embarrass  and  in- 

1  See  The  Napoleon,  OkoU^  208. 
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terrupt  the  navigation  and  business  of  foreign  yessels  visiting 
onr  ports,  I  folly  recognize  the  right  and  duty  of  the  Cofirl^ 
upon  general  grounds  of  propriety  and  expediency,  to  declfae 
such  jurisdiction,  where  not  induced  to  its  exercise  by  a  clear 
necessity.    It  seems,  indeed,  to  be  the  settied  undergtanding 
and  course  of  courts  of  Admiralty,  as  already  intimated,  oat 
to  permit  their  jurisdiction  to  be  invoked  as  mattfs^  of  rigb^ 
to  sustain  suits  brought  by  foreign  seamen  against  mifrters  c^ 
owners  being  also  foreigners,  or  against  foreign  yeaseb,    ]q 
England,  indeed,  the  assent  of  the  representative  of  the  gOY- 
ernment  to  which  the  seamen  belong  is  required  before  the 
courts  will  proceed  to  entertain  jurisdiction.    The  Wilhelai 
Frederick,  1  Hag^g^.  Adm.  R.  138 ;  Edw,  Adm.  Jur.  138.    But 
in  the  courts  of  the  United  States  this  precautionary  con- 
dition is  not  required ;  and  jurisdiction  will  ordinarily  be  exe^ 
cised  if  the  voyage  has  been  terminated  by  full  completion  or 
abandonment,  or  if  the  contract  of  hiring  is  dissolved  by  the 
wrongful  act  of  the  owner  or  master.     Where,  on  the  coi|? 
trary,  the  vessel  to  which  the  seaman  belongs  is  still  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  voyage,  and  the  shipping  contract  remains 
in  full  force,  the  Court  will  in  general  decline  taking  oogni« 
zance  of  the  case,  and  will  remit  the  parties  to  the  tribun%l9 
of  their  own  country,  unless  the  commercial  representative  of 
that  nation  asks  the  aid  of  the  Coxxtt  in  the  seamen's  behal£ 
Two  decisions  of  a  contrary  import,  in  the  District  Court  of 
Pennsylvania,  (Moran  v.  Baudin,  2  Pet.  Adm.  R.  413 ;  J^ 
495,)  are  of  questionable  authority,  unless  placed  upon  thfi 
ground  that  the  seamen  were  not  proved  to  have  been  duly 
bound  to  the  vessel. 

The  present  case  appears  to  me  to  come  faUy  witiiin  th^ 
principles  recognized  by  this  Court,  as  authorizing  it  to  tate 
cognizance  of  a  suit  for  wages  between  foreigners — the  voy? 
age  being  broken  up  and  the  seamen  left  unjurovided  for  in 
this  country. 

But  the  objection  urged  to  the  jurisdiction  in  this  case  was 
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rested  iil  piM  upon  the  idea  that  there  were  peculiar  reasons 
tot  dedining  the  jurisdiction  of  an  su^on  between*  foreigners, 
where  it  was  based  upon  a  statute  peculiar  to  their  own 
ttmntrj)  giving  them  a  right  of  action  unknown  to  the  gen* 
emi  maritime  law  of  the  world*  It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to 
tiie  objection,  in  this  aspect,  that  the  present  is  not  such  an 
adiion.  The  claim  of  the  libellants,  in  the  present  ease,  arisen 
•  Ottt  of  4hd  general  maritime  law,  and  not  out  of  the  niunicipid 
law  of  Great  Britain.  The  action  is  not  upon  the  statute,  or 
apdif  ^Lny  rigbi  created  by  the  statutef,  but  upon  the  ccmtract 
ib  pfay  wages  for  the  services  upon  which  the  libellants  were 
iStttpibyed*  The  act  of  Parliament  does  not  operate  to  create 
i  new  right  of  action,  but  only  by  way  of  removing  a  dis- 
ability trinieb  the  rules  of  maritime^  courts  previously  imposed 
on  seamen,  in  respect  to  wages  already  earned  under  their 
ientraet,  in^bases  where,  by  the  misadventures  of  ihe  voyage, 
tt6  ship  was  "trrecked  and  totally  lost.  They  were  disabled 
under  the  former  rule  in  such  oases  from  pi^oceeding  againtt 
fii^  master  dt  cfvrtitt  for  the  recovery  of  earnings,  which  they 
#oidd  deariy  be  entitled  to  by  the  terms  of  their  hiring.  That 
thiit  lhi«  ^  disability  imposed  upon  mariners  by  an  arbitrary 
rtfle  of  law,  and  Was  not  a  eondition  adopted  by  them  so  as 
tb  kttlet  into  their  contract  of  hiring,  and  that  the  wages  were 
d^efto^  actfMlly  earned  in  cases  of  wreck,  is  abundantly  man^ 
Ifest^  jBpom  the  Reason  uniformly  assigned  for  the  rule,  namely, 
Ihat  public  policy  required  tiiat  the  law  should  create  in  the 
^iSot  the  highest  possible  interest  in  the  salvation  of  the  ve^i^ 
M  and  cargo ;  utid  also  from  the  doctrine  that  every  thing 
belonging  to  the  owner,  saved  from  the  wreck,  both  remnants 
&ad  freight,  was  chargeable  with  the  payment  of  these  wages. 
This  qualifieation  of  the  rule  in  some  degree  assuaged  itil 
severity,  and  it  furthermore  establishes  the  principle  that 
Wfltges  Vd^ere  regarded  as  earned,  and  justly  due,  wreck  or  no 
%feck,  and  that  the  calamity  did  not  operate  to  extinguish 
metiloriotiBness  of  the  sailor's  service,  or  to  abrogate  the 


136  CASES  IN  ADMIRALTY. 

Davis  v.  Leslie. 

right  vested  in  him,  or  to  defeat  a  condition  upon  which  that 
right  depended ;  but  that  it  merely  sheltered  the  ship-owner 
against  being  compelledr  to  pay  wages  according  to  his  prom* 
ise,  in  case  he  had  the  misfortune  to  lose  his  ship.  The  act 
of  Parliament  then  operates  to  relieye  British  seanoken  firom 
this  partial  rule  of.  the  former  law.  The  right  to  wages  not^ 
withstanding  a  wreck,  stands  upon  the  same  footing  as  be- 
fore, — on  the  fidelity  of  the  seamen,  aad  their  prompt  and 
efficient  aid  to  the  ship  and  cargo,  to  the  utmost  of  their 
ability.  The  Sidney  Cove,  2  JDods.  13 ;  The  Neptune,  1 
flflgg-.  Adm.  R  227 ;  The  Lady  Durham,  3  lb.  96  ;  AbboU 
on  Shipp.  229.  Nor  do  I  apprehend  that  any  evils  are  likely 
to  arise  fiK>m  this  change  of  the  law ;  for  so  far  as  the  old 
rule  was  founded  upon  a  supposed  necessity  to  stimulate  the 
fidelity  of  seamen  by  appeals  to  their  interest,  that  object  is 
sufficiently  attained  by  leaving  it  still  most  important  to 
mariners  to  save  the  ship  and  cargo,  in  order  to  secure  a  cer^ 
tain  remedy  for  their  wages. 

The  facts  in  evidence  having  brought  the  libellants  clearly 
within  the  equity  and  spirit  of  the  enacting  clause  of  this  act 
of  Parliament,  the  further  question  was  raised  at  the  hearing) 
whether  the  libellants  could  have  the  advantage  of  that  stat- 
utory provision,  without  producing  the  specific  proof  desig- 
nated by  the  proviso ; — viz.,  the  certificate  of  the  master  or 
chief  surviving  officer  of  the  ship,  to  the  eifect  that  the  libel- 
lants exerted  themselves  to  the  utmost  to  save  the  ship,  cargo, 
and  stores.  The  proviso  is  evidently  a  wise  precaution  and 
safeguard,  both  in  respect  to  the  maintenance  of  the  author- 
ity of  the  officers  of  a  vessel  over  the  crew,  in  cases  of  wreck, 
and  also  as  a  check  upon  groundless  suits  which  sailors  might 
institute  against  owners^  after  the  loss  of  the  ship  and  cargo. 
Whether,  in  that  class  of  actions,  the  proviso  is  to  be  un- 
derstood literally,  and  enforced  in  its  strict  sense,  is  a  question 
which  is  not  now  raised.  The  present  is  an  action  against 
the  master,  and  the  question  is  as  to  the  proper  construe- 
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tion  of  Hbe  proviso  in  its  application  to  that  class  of  suits 
omly* 

The  elen^estaiy  principle  governing  the  constmction  of  stat* 
tttes  is,  that  the  will  of  the  legislature,  as  manifested  in  the 
plain  sense  of  tiie  enactment,  is  to  be  earned  into  effect ;  and 
§0  as,  if  posstUe,  to  secure  operation  to  every  part  of  the  stat- 
at*.  The  Oonrtef  will  avoid,  if  possible,  placing  upon  any 
one  danse  or  part  of  an  act  such  a  construction  as  will  neces- 
suily  abrogate  anoilier  part ;  arid  especially  a  qualification 
Of  limitation  will  not  be  extended  by  force  of  construction  so 
as  to  supersede  or  annul  a  substantive  enactment.  19  fin. 
Abr.  519,  lit.  SUxMes,  E.  6,  81-93.  It  is  said  that  a  pr(nnso 
directly  repugnant  to  the  enacting  clause  of  a  statute,  repeals 
it,  because,  if  in  absolute  conlaradiction,  the  last  expression  of 
the  legislative  will  is  the  one  which  must  prevail.  19  Vm, 
522,  tit.  SkOMes,  R  6,  lOS.  Although  it  is  also  laid  down  as 
the  rule,  that  a  savrng  in  an  act  of  Parliament,  which  is  repug- 
nant to  the  body  of  the  act,  is  void.  Case  of  Alton  Woods, 
1  Cokeys  R.  47,  and  cases  cited ;  1  Blackst  Com.  89.  And 
there  is  very  high  and  satisfactory  authority  for  considering 
an  exception  and  a  saving  attached  to  an  enacting  clause  as 
beiiigy  in  effect,  one  and  the  same  thing,  except,  perhaps,  as 
t»  manner  of  pleading. 

The  proviso  under  consideration,  if  taken  in  its  absolute 
sense,  would  render  the  enacting  clause  of  the  statute  nuga- 
tory in  many  cases  dearly  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
Iegislati|;re,  and  in  which,  it  is  to  be  supppsed,  the  act  wlw 
specially  designed  to  have  effect  Thus,  where,  in  cases  of 
shipwreck  involving  meritorious  efforts  on  the  part  of  the 
Aew  to  save  the  ship  and  cargo  with  the  lives  of  the  ship's 
company,  die  lives  of  all  the  officers  are  lost,  the  survivors  of 
the  crew  must  be  deprived  of  the  benefits  of  the  act,  if  the 
sMct  and  exact  observance  of  the  proviso  is  to  be  required, 
because  of  the  impossibility  of  supplying  the  written  certifi- 
cdte  demanded  by  ifts  terms.     So  the  case  of  the  firaudulent 
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stranding  or  destruction  of  the  vessel  by  the  officers;  or  of 
the  obstinate  or  wrongful  refasal  of  the  proper  officers  to  give 
the  certificate,  although  incontrovertibly  merited  by  the  sea* 
man;  or  of  the  removal  of  snch  officer  from  the  reach  or 
knowledge  of  the  seaman,  are  some  instances  of  cases  which 
mast  bis  of  common  occurrence,  in  which  a  compliance  with 
the  exact  terms  of  the  proviso  would  be  impracticable,  wbair 
ever  might  be  the  efforts  or  merit  of  the  mariner.  The  pres- 
ent  case  also  supplies  a  forcible  illustration  of  the  injurious 
effect  of  giving  the  proviso  such  a  construction  as  leaves  the 
seaman  remediless,  except  upon  production  of  the  specific 
species  of  proof  contemplated.  The  master  adinits  the  two 
mates  to  be  within  the  protection  of  the  statute,  and  pays 
their  wages.  They  testified  'that  the  sailors  performed  like 
services  with  themselves  on  board  the  ship,  for  days  and 
nights  in  a  gale  of  wind,  and  after  the  vessel  was  water- 
logged, and  to  all  intents  a^  total  loss.  The  captain  refuses  or 
neglects  to  pay  their  wages,  and  when  sued,  defends  himself 
by  setting  up  his  own  omission  or  refusal  to  give -the  certifi- 
cate which  would  insure  their  recovery.  To  hold  that  tiie 
production  of  the  certificate  was  absolutely  essential  to 
authorize  the  Court  to  award  the  recovery  which  the  act  per- 
mits, would  practically  nullify  the  benevolent  purpose  of  the 
law,  and  render  its  professed  liberality  a  mockery,  inasmuch 
as  the  statute,  under  such  an  interpretation,  would  secure  the 
seaman  .littie  broader  right  than  that  which  he  has  always 
enjoyed — ^the  right  to  receive  wages,  if  paid  to  him  .volunta- 
rily by  the  master  or  owner. 

Upon  these  grounds,  and  in  the  light  of  the  views  pre- 
viously expressed  respecting  the  principle  upon  which  the  act 
in  question  is  to  be  regarded  as  based,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  construction  of  the  proviso  contended  for  cannot  be  main- 
tained. I  do  not  think  it  imposes  an  absolute  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  right  of  recovery.  It  introduces  no  new  require- 
ment of  duty  to  be  performed  by  the  seamen.     The  law  mar- 
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itime  exacts  of  them  the  same  diligence  and  fidelity  of  service 
thiocighoat  the  whole  period  of  their  employment.    Although 
the  voyage  may  be  uninteimptedly  prosperous  and  safe,  yet 
the  mariner  who,  upon  any  occasion,  from  its  inception  to  its 
olose,  shall  refuse  to  exert  himself  to  his  utmost  in  the  dis* 
ehai^e  of  bis  duties  on  board,  will  either  entirely  forfeit  his 
wages  for  the  voyage,  or  become  subject  to  damages  or  mulct 
in  diminution  of  them.     The  provio  designates  a  mode  of 
proof^  which  is  the  primary  and  highest  evidence^of  the  fact 
to  be  established,  but  secondary  evidence  is  not  excluded  ex* 
presaly,  and  the  equitable  and  salutary  purposes  of  a  remedial 
and  eminently  beneficial  statute  will  not  be  defeated  by  a 
construction  which  is  strictly  technical.     The  People  v.  The 
Utica  Insurance  Ck>mpany,  15  Johns*  358 ;  Wilkinson  v,  Le- 
land,  2  Pet.  662.     The  construction  should  be  liberal,  in  order 
to  give  effect  to  the  remedy.     Whitney  v.  Emmett,  1  Kent, 
466 ;  1  Baldw.  C.   G  R  316 ;  Dwarris  on  Stats.  707-736. 
The  mode  of  proof  designated  is  one  over  which  those  to  be 
benefited  by  the  provision  have  no   control,  nor  is  there  any 
process  furnished  them  to  enforce  the  giving  the  certificate. 
It  is  the  sole  act  of  the  master,  and  I  think  there  is  cogent 
reason  for  holding  that,  by  the  true  import  of  the  section,  this 
important  act  of  justice  to  mariners  is  not  to  be  left  to  the 
master's  discretion  or  to  his  interest  or  caprice ;  that  it  is  his 
duty,  in  a  ease  coming  within  the  statute,  to  furnish  the  cer- 
tificate, or  to  show  satisfactory  reasons  for  not  doing  so,  oth- 
erwise the  Courts  will  accept  other  evidence  as  a  legal  sub- 
stitute for  the  certificate,  regarding  the  proviso  as  alike  direct 
tory  to  the  master  and  to  the  men.     This  is  in  consonance 
with  the  principle  applied  in  analogous  cases. 

As  the  cases  now  come  up  they  must  be  decided  against 
the  libellants ;  but  I  shall  allow  them  the  privilege  of  amend- 
ing their  libels,  and  of  taking  new  proofs  under  allegations 
appropriate  to  give  them  a  remedy  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  Parliament,  reserving  any  definite  opinion  upon  their 
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rights  and  remedy  upon  the  facte  as  they  nwiy  ultimately  be 
proved,  until  the  foil  ease  is  heai^d.     The  amendment,  how* 

> 

ever,  must  be  at  the^  expense  of  paying  the  respondent  his 
taxed  costs,  because,  in  tiie  only  matter  litigated,  his  defence 
is  perfect  against  the  right  of  action. . 

The  follov^ing  decree  must,  therefore,  be  entered  in  each  of 
the  five  causes  against  the  master. 

It  appearing  to  the  CTourt  that  the  libellants  have  not,  by 
the  proofs  in  this  ease,  shown  that  the  ship  Virginias  was 
unseaworthy,  when  she  sailed  on  the  voyage  in  the  pleadings 
inentioned ;  and  it  further  appearing  unto  the  Court,  that  the 
said  ship  was  wrecked  and  totally  lost  at  sea,  by  perils  of  the' 
gi^a,  on  her  voyage,  and  without  earning  any  fireight  on  sai<l 
▼oyage : — 

It  is  considered  by  the  Court  that  the  libellants  have  estab^* 
Ushed  no  right  of  recovery  against  the  respondents  upon  the' 
pleadings  in  this  case* 

But  it  further  appearing  to  this  Court  that  the  .libellants 
remained  with  the  said  ship  after  she  was  water-logged  andf 
wrecked,  exerting  their  utmost  efforts  in  saving  the  said  ship 
and  cargo,  and  the  lives  of  the  ship's  company ;  and  it  further 
appearing  to  the  Court  that  the  parties  to  this  action  as^ 
British  subjects,  and  the  said  ship  is  a  British  vessel,  and 
that  by  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  Paxlifiunent,  British  sea^ 
men,  serving  on  board  of  British  vessels,  under  circumstanceff 
therein  specified,  may  be  entitled  to  their  wages,  notwith-* 
standing  the  wreck  and  loss  of  the  vessel,  or  her  failing  to^ 
earn  freight ;:  and  it  further  appearing  to  the  Court  that  the 
libellants  have  not  do  framed  their  libel  and  allegations  iff 
this  case  as  to  have  advantage  of  such  provisions  of  scud  act, 
if  they  can  prove  themselves  entitled  thereto :— • 

It  is  ordered  and  decreed  by  this  Court  that  the  libellants 
have  leave  to  amend  their  libel  in  this  behalf,  on  payment  of 
tiie  taxed  costs  of  the  respondent,  for  hiB  answer  filed  in  thia^ 
cause,  for  his  proofs  taken  therein,  and  also  upon  the  finai^ 
hearing. 
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Bat  it  is  farthei  ordered,  that  each  party  be  at  liberty, 
at  his  election,  to  use  on  the  amended  pleadings  the  proofs 
already  taken  by  depositions,  so  far  as  the  same  may  be 
applicable ;  and  if  the  respondent  elects  so  to  use  the  testi- 
mony taken  in  his  behalf,  then  the  expense  of  the  same  is  not 
to  be  allowed  him  in  the  taxation  of  costs  hereby  awarded. 


Gardner  v,  Isaaoson. 

The  practice  of  the  English  Admiralty  and  the  fonner  practice  of  the  District 
Conrt,  in  respect  to  the  security  required  to  be  given  by  a  respondent  arrested 
npon  bailable  warrant,  In  order  to  anthoilze  his  discharge  from  the  arrest, — 
stated. 

The  standing  Rales  of  the  District  Conrt  relating  to  bail  stipolations  to  be  given 
on  the  execution  of  a  warrant  in  pertonanif  and  to  the  iftethod  of  enforcing  them, 
are  superseded  by  the  Supreme  Court  Kales  of  1845,  upon  the  same  subject; 
and  stipnlations  must  now  be  exacted  conformably  to  the  Supreme  Court  Rules. 

A  respondent,  arrested  in  an  Admiralty  salt,  is  not  entitled,  npon  the  retam  day 
of  the  warrant,  to  be  discharged  from  arrest,  on  giving  a  stipulation  for  costs, 
parsuant  to  the  Rule  of  the  District  Court,  but%e  must  remain  in  custody  until 
he  gives  bond  or  stipulation  to  satisfy  the  decree  made  against  him. 

The  non-imprisonment  act  of  the  State  of  New  York  (1  Rev.  SiaU,  807,  ^  I)  iB 
made  to  be  within  this  State  the  law  of  the  United  States  also,  by  force  of  the 
acts  of  Congress  of  1830  and  1841 ;  (5  U.  S.  StcUs.  321,  410 ;)  but  it  does  not  em- 
brace arrests  upon  process  issuing  out  of  a  maritime  conrt.^  It  is  limited  to  civil 
process  issuing  out  of  courts  o/law^  and  execntions  issuing  ont  of  courts  ofeqmtjf. 

Three  actions  in  personam  were  brought,  ^by  Joseph  Grard* 
ner,  Samnel  Lockwood,  and  Mordecai  T.  Bunyan,  respec- 
tively, against  Michael  Isaacson.  The  respondent  was 
arrested  on  three  warrants  issued  in  the  three  causes,  and 
was  held  in  custody  by  the  marshal.  A  motion  was  now 
made  in  each  of  the  causes  that  theTespondent  be  discharged 


1  See,  also,  the  case  of  Gaines  v.  Travis,  decided  in  this  Court  in  January, 
1849,  and  reported,  post,  in  its  order  of  date,  where  this  question  is  further 
coDadered. 
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from  custody.     The  grounds  upon  which  the  motion  was 
knade  appeat  sufficiently  in  the  opinion  of  the  Gdurt. 

Oriffln  and  Larocque^  for  the  motion^ 

W.  Q.  Morton  and  D«  McMdhoi^  opposed^ 

Betts,  J.  The  respondent  having  been  anested  on  baii» 
able  warrsuits  in  per$onam^'  issued  out  of  this  Court,  in  these 
three  causes,  and  having  given  no  bail  to  the  marshal,  was 
held  in  custody  under  the  arrest 

On  the  return  day  of  the  wanrant,  the  respondent  entered 
into  stipulations,  conformably  to  the  terms  of  Rule  38  of  tfaiB 
Court,  adopted  in  1838 ;  and  a  motion  is  now  made  in  hfi 
behalf,  that  he  be  forthwith  discharged.  The  libellants  insist 
that  the  marshal  is  bound  to  retain  the  respondent  in  custody 
until  bail-bonds  or  stipulations  are  executed  pursuant  to  the 
Supreme  Court  Rules  of  1845. 

The  question  raised  by  the  motion  is,  whether  the  respon* 
aent  is  entitled  to  his  release,  on  giving  stipulations,  with 
sureties,  that  he  wiU  appear  and  pay  all  oosts  decreed  against 
him,  and  will  himself  perform  and  abide  all  orders  and  de- 
crees of  the  Court* in  the  cause,  or  deUver  himself  personally 
for  commitment  in  execution  thereof^ — such  being  the  course 
of  practice  in  this  Court;  or  whether  the  rules  adopted  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  1845,  have  estab* 
lished  a  different  practice  in  this  respect,  which  the  respon- 
dent is  bound  to  comply  with. 

By  the  practice  of  the  English  Court,  as  laid  down  by 
Clarke,  and  recognized  by  Browne,  the  respondent,  on  hit 
arrest,  is  compelled  to  give  bail  to  the  marshal  in  a  sum  suffi<* 
eient  to  cover  the  matter  in  demand,  conditional  for  hii 
Appearance  on  return  of  the  process.  This  stipulation  wfid 
pronounced  forfeited  if  he  failed  to  enter  his  appearance  on 
the  day,  and  he  was  adjudged  in  contempt,  and  subjected  to 
commitment  or  other  process  in  satisfaction  of  the  demand 
This  bail  stipulation,  it  would  seem,  was  originally  regarded 
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US  a  penaltyi  and  itB  foifeitore  was  by  way  of  mulct,  and 
aecmed  to  the  Admiral,  and  was  not  edlotted  to  the  satisfac^ 
i\on  of  the  libellant. 

The  appearance^  according  to  the  condition  of  that  bond, 
was  effected  by  entering  into  stipulation  apud  acta^  with 
approved  suretifis,  judUcatum  $olvi  ;  that  is,  to  satisfy  the  final 
Hiid  all  interlocutory  decrees  of  the  Ck>urt  in  the  cause. 

These  are  the  fundamental  properties  and  effects  of  an 
oppea/rance  in  the  English  Admiralty,  Clarke^i  Praxis^  tit.  8, 
4^  S,  ^1  s^iid  13 ;  Brot&ne^g  (Xv.  4*  ^^«  -Z^*  4^*  ^^^  was 
substantially  so  in  the  earlier  maritime  codes ;  ( Gmsulato  del 
Jdore,  c  40 ;)  and  the  regulations  coincide  with  the  course  of 
the  civil  law  in  the  same  classes  of  procedure.    Wood's  Oiv,  L. 

• 

S45.  The  doctrine  has  also  been  embodied  a  long  time  in  the 
roles  of  Amerioan  courts.  Dunl,  Adm,  Pr,  144 ;  Oreenl.  Ov. 
Om.,  App.  This  Court,  in  its  code  of  rules  adopted  in  1838, 
studiously  varied  the  responsibility  imposed  on  sureties  by 
the  antecedent  practice.  The  appearance  of  the  respondent 
WA8  perfected  by  his  becoming  personally  bound  by  stipula* 
tion  to  perform  Ihe  judgment  or  decree  rendered  against  him ; 
bat  his  sureties  were  placed  on  the  same  footing  as  those  of 
tbe  actor  or  libellant  as  to  the  amount  they  were  to  pay  abso* 
htely ;  in  effect  subjecting  fidei  jus$ores  in  Admiralty  in  the 
position  of  bail  to  the  action  at  common  law.  They  could 
|iot  be  charged  beyond  the  costs  accruing  in  the  litigation,  if 
the  defendc^nt  surrendered  himself  for  commitment  under  the 
Qual  decree.  Betts^s  Adm.  Pr.  40 ;  DunL  Adm.  Pr.  147 ;  Dist. 
Court  Rules,  21, 38,  39. 

The  act  of  Congress  of  May  8, 1792,  §  2,  (1  C:  &  Stats.  276,) 
designated  the  forms  of  process,  and  the  forms  and  modes  of 
piooeeding  is\  suits  at  comjnon  law,  in  equity  and  Admiralty, 
with  authority  tp  the  courts  to  vary  them  at  discretion,  ^  si^b- 
)^t  to  such  regulations  as  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
Sti^tes  shall  thiols  proper,  from  time  to  time,  by  rule  to  pre- 
yq\»  to  any  cirouit  or  district  court  concerning  the  same.'' 
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The  act  of  August  28, 1842,  §  6,  (5  U,  8.  Stats.  518,)  if  it 
confers  no  more  ample  powers  on  the  Supreme  CJourt  to 
regulate  the  practice  of  the  district  and  circuit  courts  of  the 
United  States,  yet  manifestly  implies  a  mandate  on  the  Court 
to  perform  that  duty. 

In  January  Term,  1845,  the  Supreme  Court  exerdsed  that 
power  in  relation  to  the  practice  of  all  the  federal  courts  in 
causes  of  Admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  on  the  instance 
side  of  the  courts.  3  Sbw.  IntrocL  And  accordingly  those 
directions,  in  respect  to  practice^  became  the  supreme  law  to 
all  inferior  courts,  in  the  particulars  regulated  by  them. 

Rule  2  authorizes,  in  suits  in  personam^  a  warrant  of  arrest 
of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  in  the  nature  of  a  capictSy  with 
an  attachment  clause  against  his  property  or  credits,  in  case 
he  cannot  be  found,  or  by  a  simple  monition,  in  the  nature  of 
a  summons,  to  appear,  and  answer  the  suit. 

Rule  3  provides,  that  when  the  warrant  of  arrest  is  exe- 
cuted, the  marshal  may  take  bail,  with  sufficient  sureties  from 
the  party  arrested,  by  bond  or  stipulation,  upon  condition  that 
he  will  appear  in  the  suit,  and  abide  by  all  the  orders  of  the 
Court,  interlocutory  or  final  in  the  cause,  and  pay  the  money 
awarded  by  the  final  decree  rendered  therein  in  the  court  to 
which  the  process  is  returnable,  or  in  any  appellate  court 
And  upon  such  bond  or  stipulation,  summary  process  of  exe- 
cution may  and  shall  be  issued  against  the  principal  and 
sureties  by  the  court  to  which  such  process  is  returnable,  to 
enforce  the  final  decree  so  rendered,  or  upon  appeal  by  the 
appellate  court. 

This  is  the  established  form  of  the  undertaking  of  stipula- 
tors in  the  English  Admiralty.     Mart.  Form^  272,  316. 

The  standing  rule  of  this  Court  was,  that  on  warrants  to 
arrest  the  person  in  Admiralty  and  maritime  causes,  the  mar- 
shed  might  take  bail  in  the  form  of  a  stipulation,  and  in  the 
sum  endorsed  on  the  warrant,  conditioned  for  the  appearance 
of  the  party  on  the  return  day  to  answ^  to  the  libellant  in  a 
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cause  civil  and  maritime,  aGcording  to  the  comrae  of  the 
Court     IHst  CU  Rides^  21,  3^ 

These  rules  aie  superseded  and  displc^ced  by  that  of  the 
Supreme  CTourt,  before  ciieS  The  marshal  can  no  longer 
accept  stipulations  pursuant  to  the  District  Court  rule,  but 
must  exact  them  in  the  more  comprehensive  terms  prescribed 
by  the  Supreme  Court 

Again :  The  object  of  the  stipulation  directed  by  the  rule 
of  the  District  Court  was  to  carry  into  effect  the  warrant  of 
arrest,  and  nothing  more.  It  contemplated  no  remedy  beyond 
bringing  the  defendant  personally  before  the  Court,  and  re- 
taining him  under  its  authority. 

When  brought  into  Court,  Rule  38.provided  the  manner  in 
which  the  respondent  should  become  a  party  litigant,  which 
would  perfect  his  appearance  in  the  action.  The  subject- 
matter  acted  upon  by  Rules  21  and  38  of  this  Court  is  the 
same  which  is  specifically  regulated  by  Rule  3  of  the  Supreme 
Court:  the  latter  determines  the  course  of  proceeding  on  the 
arrest,  and  before  return  of  the  process,  and  also  the  method 
by  which  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  is  to  be  entered 
and  perfected. 

The  bond  or  stipulation  to  the  marshal  effects  both,  and 
after  that  is  given,  no  further  step  is  to  be  taken  in  Court  in 
order  to  subject  the  respondent  to  its  authority,  or  to  secure 
the  fulfilment  of  judgments  or  decrees,  and  this  necessarily 
rescinds  or  dispenses  with  all  other  procedures  to  those  ends. 

The  counsel  for  the  respondent  contends,  that  as  he  re- 
mained in  custody  of  the  marshed  till  the  return  day  of  the 
process,  and  then  gave  stipulations  for  his  appearance,  pur- 
suant to  the  rules  of  the  District  Court,  he  is  entitled  to  be 
discharged  from  axrest,  and  is  not  bound  to  execute  the  bond 
or  stipulation  prescribed  by  the  Supreme  Court  rule,  for 
three  reasons : — 

1.  That  the  bond  demanded  is  in  the  nature  of  bail  to  the 
sheriff  on  an  arrest  at  common  law,  and  cannot  be  exacted 
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after  the  return  day  of  the  "writ,  as  the  party  i»  then  in  Court, 
and  the  exigency  of  the  writ  ie^thos  aatifified,  and  cannot  act 
fhrther  in  coercion  of  the  defendant 

2.  That  Rule  46  of  the  Supreme  Court  saves  in  full  foroe 
the  application  and  effect  of  the  District  Court  mles  to  aB 
arrest  so  circumstanced,  because  the  method  of  appearing  is 
not  fixed  or  regulated  by  any  rule  of  the  Supreme  Court 

3.  That  Rule  25  refers  cases  situated  as  these  are,  to  the 
discretion  of  the  Court,  to  compel  stipulations  to  be  given  for 
costs  only. 

The  analogy  of  the  common-law  practice  is  not  a  very  close 
one ;  but,  so  far  as  it  goes,  the  argument  firom  it  rather  tends 
to  oppose  than  support  the  conclusion  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished by  the  respondent 

The  bail  to  the  sheriff  is  similar  in  character  to  the  civil 
law  stipulation  injudicio  sisti. 

It  only  aims  to  secure  the  presence  of  the  person  in  Court 
But  the  sheriff  is  not  exonerated  merely  by  producing  the 
body.  He  must  hold  the  party  in  custody  until  another  and 
more  stringent  undertaking  is  entered  into  by  him,  consum- 
mating his  appearance  according  to  the  course  of  the  Court, 
which  is  to  abide  there  and  perform  the  final  order  or  judg- 
ment in  the  cause.  So  here,  merely  having  the  respondent 
under  his  authority  on  the  return  day  of  the  process,  or  pro- 
ducing him  in  facie  curujtj  in  no  way  sattafies  the  mandate  of 
anest  or  exonerates  the  marshaL  The  process  continues  in 
life  and  acting  upon  the  defendant,  until  it  fulfils  the  purpose 
of  the  arrest,  which  manifestly  is  to  compel  him  to  furnish  a 
stipulation  in  the  terms  given  by  the  rule,  and  to  that  end  his 
custody  must  necessarily  continue  until  the  appropriate  stipu- 
lation  is  produced,  because  the  mandate  of  arrest  is  executed 
and  made  complete  in  that  manner  alone. 

In  the  view  I  take  of  the  subject,  the  matter  is  specifically 
provided  for  by  Rule  3  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  there  is 
accordingly  nothing  in  these  arrests  outside  the  provisions  of 
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Hiat  rale,  coming  within  the  policy  of  Bole  46,  and  still  re- 
maining nnder  the  authority  of  this  Ck>urt 

Bat  it  is  insisted,  for  the  re^)ondent,  that  if  this  constrae- 
ton  of  the  rules  is  adopted,  that  tiien  Rule  25  of  the  Supreme 
Court  supplies  the  law  of  these  oases,  and  relieves  the  party 
and  his  sureties  from  liability  other  than  for  costs;* and 
whether  that  obligation  shall  be  exacted,  is  left  to  the  discre- 
tion of  this  Court 

The  terms  of  Rule  25  are,  that  in  all  cases  of  libel  in  perso- 
nam^  the  Court  may,  in  its  discretion,  upon  the  appearance  of 
the  defendant,  where  no  bail  has  been  taken  and  no  attach- 
ment of  property  has  been  made  to  answer  the  exigency  of 
the  suit,  require  the  defendant  to  give  a  stipulation,  with  sure- 
ties, in  such  sums  as  the  Court  shall  direct,  to  pay  all  costs 
and  expenses  which  shall  be  awarded  against  him  in  the  suit, 
upon  the  final  adjudication  thereof,  or  by  any  interlocutory 
order  in  the  process  of  the  suit 

This  rule  evidently  has  relation  to  the  different  modes  of 
bringing  a  defendant  before  the  CouA  designated  by  the 
second  rule.  If  he  is  proceeded  against  by  citation  or  sum- 
mons only,  there  is  no  compulsory  authority  acting  upon  him, 
and  the  libellant  has  no  security,  either  against  his  person  or 
his  estate,  for  the  demand  in  prosecution.  All  f  hat  is  imposed 
upon  the  defendant  by  the  rules  in  such  cases  is,  that  he  shall 
indemnify  the  libellant  against  the  costs  to  be  created  by  his 
interposing  a  defence  and  contestation  to  the  action. 

Bat  in  the  coercive  method  of  procedure  by  arrest  of  the 
body  or  attachment  of  property,  the  warrant  being  executed. 
Rule  25  can,  in  no  just  interpretation,  be  understood  as  intend- 
ing to  deprive  the  libellant  of  the  security  thereby  acquired, 
and  set  the  defendant  or  his  property  free  from  the  attach- 
ment on  a  mere  stipulation  for  costs. 

Acting  under  the  rule  thus  construed,  the  Court  could  not 
mterpolate  a  condition  that  the  defendant  should  also  surren- 
der himself  for  commitment;  and  if  it  is  interpreted  conform- 
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ably  to  the  claim  of  the  respondent,  a  defendant  need  only, 
when  arreeted,  refuse  to  give  bail  before  the  return  day  of  the 
warrant,  and  then  he  will  be  entitled  to  a  free  discharge  on 
intervening  and  giving  a  stipulation  for  costs,  and  thus  all  the 
privileges  and  securities  provided  by  the  rules  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  as  consequent  to  his  arrest,  will  be  abrogated  ix 
evaded. 

I  am  satisfied  such  construction  of  the  rules  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. 

It  was  obviously  the  purpose  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  place 
the  Admiralty  practice,  in  each  of  the  United  States  Courts, 
substantially  on  the  same  footing  of  the  English  practice. 
That  practice,  under  the  first  process  act,  in  1789,  was  adopted 
by  Congress.  1  U,  S.  Stais,  93.  It  had  remained  essentially 
the  rule  of  practice  since  that  period,  in  the  various  District 
Courts,  but  some  deviations  from  it  existed.  10  Wheat,  486. 
The  Supreme  Court  designed,  by  Rules  2  and  3,  to  abolish 
such  diversities  of  practice,  and  render  the  remedies  and  rights 
of  parties  uniform  in  causes  of  Admiralty  and  maritime  juris- 
diction, in  all  the  courts  of  the  Union. . 

The  letter  and  spirit  of  the  regulations  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  my  judgment,  require  that  a  defendant  in  custody, 
under  a  warrant  of  arrest  in  an  Admiralty  case,  shall  so  remain 
until  he  makes  his  appearance  by  giving  bond  or  stipulation 
to  satisfy  the  decree  that  may  be  rendered  against  him. 

It  is  urged  that  the  acts  of  Congress  abolishing  imprison- 
ment for  debt  govern  this  procedure,  and  that  the  federal 
courts  have  now  no  authority  to  hold  parties  under  arrest  on 
mere  civil  process. 

The  acts  of  1839  and  1841,  (5  U.  8.  Stats.  321  and  410,) 
abolish  imprisonment  for  debt,  on  process  issuing  out  of  any 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  all  cases  whatever  where,  by 
the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  the  said  Court  shall  be  held, 
imprisonment  for  debt  has  been  or  shall  hereafter  be  abol- 
ished. 
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The  act  to  abdiah  imprisonment  fbr  debt  was  passed  in 
this  State,  April  26, 1831,  and  it  enacts  that  no  person  shall 
he  arrested  or  imprisoned  on  any  ci^il  process  issuing  out  of 
oay  court  of  law,  or  on  any  eocecuHon  issuing  oat  of  any  court 
0/  tquitgi  in  any  suit  for  the  recover  of  money,  &c.  1  Rev, 
Stats^  807,  §  1.  This  statute  is  made  the  law  of  the  United 
States,  also,  by  force  of  the  acts  of  Congress  above  referred 
to,  and  had  the  proceeding  in  these  causes  been  on  the  law 
side  of  the  District  or  Circuit  Court,  the  defendant  would 
have  been  exempt  from  liability  to  arrest,  and  to  give  surety 
to  perform  the  decree  of  the  Court 

The  |»rinciple  of  the  act  would  seem  to  include  arrests  by 
maritime  courts,  (on  matters  of  contract,)  and  for  the  recovery 
of  money,  no  less  than  when  made  by  courts  of  law.  But  the 
words  of  the  statute  do  not  embrace  both.  They  are  limited 
to  civil  process  issuing  otU  of  a  court  of  l4iw^  and  the  legisla^ 
ture  found  it  necessary  to  provide  expressly  for  executions 
issuing  out  of  Chuncerp^  as  not  embraced  within  the  previous 
description  of  process  from  a  court  of  law ;  much  less  can  a 
maritime  court  be  regarded  as  falling  within  the  designation. 
The  acts  of  Congress  of  1789, 1792,  and  1793,  demonslzate 
Ihat  Laws  relating  to  the  pmctice  of  courts  of  law,  do  not 
include  that  of  Admirally  and  maritime  jurisdiction. 

Non-imprisonment  acts,  of  the  tenor  of  that  passed  in 
this  State,  had  been  very  common,  indeed  almost  universal 
throughout  the  United  States,  previous  to  the  promulgation 
of  the  code  of  rules  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  1845.  That 
Court,  in  framing  these  rules,  necessarily  construed  those  laws 
as  not  applying  to  proceedings  in  maritime  courts,  and  accord- 
ingly the  antecedent  scope  and  eii^ct  of  that  description  of 
{socess  was  left  in  force. 

It  is  unnecessary,  and  might  be  unbecoming,  after  the 
action  of  the  Supreme  Court  upon  the  subject,  to  intimate 
what  order  this  Court  might  feel  itself  authorized  or  required 
to  make,  if  the  question  as  to  the  effect  of  those  statutes  upon 
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its  process  had  been  brought  to  its  consideration  [»ior  to  the 
promulgation  of  the  rules  of  the  Supreme  Court  That  code 
must  be  regarded  an  authoritative  exposition  of  the  non- 
imprisonment  acts  in  relation  to  Admiralty  process.  The 
duty  of  the,  inferior  court  is  limited  to  receiving  and  execu« 
ting  the  law  given  by  its  superior.  The  highest  iiibunal  of 
the  land  having,  since  the'  enactment  of  those  acts,  established 
the  process  employed  in  this  case,  I  shall  forbear  any  further 
general  reasoning  upon  the  subject,  and  hold  these  warrants 
of  arrest  valid,  and  on  all  the  points  raised,  deny  the  motion 
of  the  respondent  for  his  discharge.  Or<ier  accordinghf* 


The  Cabot. 

A  bottomry  creditor  may,  by  payment  of  the  seamen's  wages,  entitle  himself  to  a 
noTation  in  their  place  for  recovery  of  their  demands  against  the  yessel. 

But  he  has  no  right  to  exact  of  them  a  formal  assignment  of  their  wages,  nor  the 
payment  of  his  proctor's  fees ;  nor,  on  an  offer  to  satisfy  their  wages,  can  he  re- 
quire them  to  defer  the  prosecution  of  their  demands  until  he  chooses  to  institute 
a  suit  on  the  bottomry. 

On  the  discharge  of  a  seaman,  his  wages  become  immediately  payable ;  and  the 
act  of  Congress  of  July  20, 1790,  does  not  compel  seamen  dischaiged  from  their 
ship  to  wait  until  the  expiration  of  ten  days  after  the  discharge  of  the  cargo  be- 
fore bringing  a  suit 

It  is  inequitable  for  a  seaman,  knowing  that  the  papers  are  ready  for  the  Immediate 
commencement  of  a  suit  by  his  shipmates  for  the  reooTcry  of  wages  earned  on 
the  same  Toyage,— K)r  by  a  bottomry  holder, — ^who  sues  also  for  a  portion  of  the 
wages  of  the  voyage,  previously  paid  by  him,  to  endeavor  to  supplant  such  ac> 
tion,  by  urging  out,  in  his  individual  name,  process  in  advance  of  it,  so  as  to 
subject  the  ship  or  her  proceeds  to  needless  expenses. 

Costs  will  not  be  allowed  the  seaman  in  such  case,*nor  to  others  who  unite  in  the 
proceeding  instead  of  joining  itf  the  prior  suit  in  progress. 

When  payment  of  wages  is  made  to  an  American  seaman  at  a  foreign  port,  in  for- 
eign coin,  on  the  sale  of  the  ship,  the  breaking  up  of  the  voyage  or  the  dischMcge 
of  the  seaman  by  the  master,  such  coin  is  to  be  valued  at  its  rate  in  the  homn 
porty  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  \  but  foreign  coin  is  to  be  estimated  at 
its  value  at  the  place  ofpaymenty  if  the  payment  is  a  voluntary  advance  on  the 
part  of  the  master,  made  with  the  assent  of  the  seaman. 
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This  was  a  libel  in  rem^  filed  originally  by  Charles  H.  San- 
bom,  against  the  ship  Cabot,  to  recover  wages. 

The  libellant  was  one  of  the  crew  of  the  ship  Cabot,  and 
had  earned  wages  in  the  course  of  his  employment  on  board 
her.  The  ship  arrived  at  the  port  of  New  York  from  a  cir- 
enitoas  voyage  to  ports  in  Europe  and  back,  on  December 
28, 1847.  No  owner,  nor  any  agent  of  an  owner,  appeared 
to  take  charge  of  the  ship,  or  to  pay  her  custom-house  charges 
or  other  bills,  and  the  master  had  no  funds  to  meet  them,  or 
to  pay  the  wages  of  the  crew.  The  crew  were  discharged 
from  the  ship  upon  her  arrival  on  the  28th. 

On  January  4, 1848,  the  crew  were  notified  to  appear  on 
board  the  ship,  in  order  to  settle  their  accounts,  and  assign 
them  to  the  holders  of  a  bottomry  bond  on  the  ship.  Nearly 
t^e  whole  crew  attended  at  that  time,  and  the  parties  con- 
cerned in  this  action  were  present  among  them.  The  accounts 
of  the  crew  were  made  out  and  presented  to  them,  and  they 
agreed  to  the  correctness  of  such  accounts,  and, — except  one 
of  the  libellants  in  this  suit,  who  admitted  the  correctness  of 
the  account,  but  refused  to  sign  any  papers, — ^they  signed  their 
names  to  the  estimate  of  wages  as  then  made  up  and  stated 
on  board.  The  crew  were  then  directed  to  appear  the  next 
morning  at  the  office  of  Mr.  Sturtevant,  the  proctor  of  the 
bottomry  creditor,  they  being  informed  that  a  libel  would  be 
prepared  at  that  time  and  place,  to  be  filed  in  their  names 
against  the  ship  for  the  indemnity  of  the  bottomry  creditor, 
and  that  on  verifying  the  libel  and  assigning  their  claims  of 
wages  to  the  bottomry  creditor,  their  wages  would  be  paid  in 
frdl.  To  this  all  the  crew  present  assented.*  On  the  same 
afternoon,  the  proctor  of  the  bottomry  creditor  paid  off  the 
wages  of  three  of  the  crew,  and  on  the  next  day,  pursuant  to 
the  arrangement,  he  paid  off  in  full  the  wages  of  those  who 
assigned  their  demands  as  agreed. 

The  libellant  Sanborn,  called  that  day  (the  5th  of  January) 
to  see  the  paper  he  had  signed,  and  asked  for  payment  of  his 
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wages.     The  proctor  refused  to  pay  him  unless  be  assigned 
his  claim  for  wages  to  the  bottomry  creditor,  as  agreed  ttpo&; 
and,  as  Sanborn  alleged,  unless  he  also  paid  to  him  (tbe  proo* 
tor)  910  for  his  fees  in  the  transaction.     This  was  denied  by 
the  testimony  of  the  proctor,  and  the  evidence  was  strongly 
conflicting  between  the  parties,  on  the  hearing,  whether  tbe 
proctor  exacted  a  010  fee  from  each  seaman  as  a  condition 
of  paying  their  wages.     The  libellant  Sanborn,  refused  to 
assign  his  claim  or  to  pay  the  fee  claimed ;  and  on  the  same 
day  he  employed  another  proctor  to  prosecute  his  demand. 
A  summons  was  obtained  from  a  commis^oner  in  his  behalf, 
and  was  duly  served  on  board  the  ship  on  the  same  day ;  and 
no  one  appearing  on  its  return  to  show  €»use  against  its 
pmyer,  a  certificate  was  given  by  the  commissions  that  there 
was  sufficient  cause  of  complaint  whereon  to  found  Adn^i- 
ralty  process  against  the  ship,  and  thereupon,  on  the  6ih,  a 
libel  was  filed  in  the  name  of  Sanborn,  and  an  attachment 
issued  against  the  ship,  upon  whidi  she  Vas  arrested.    Be^ 
fore  the  attachment  was  issued,  the  proctor  of  the  bottomry 
creditor,  being  apprised  of  the  proceedings  on  foot,  by  the 
libellant,  offered  to  pay  him  his  wages  in  full  if  he  would 
withdraw  his  suit     This  offer  the  libellant  refused  to  accept, 
unless  his  costs  were  also  paid.     The  proctor  refused  to  pay 
those  costs,  and  no  arrangement  was  effected  between  them. 
On  January  6th,  four  other  members  of  the  crew,  Cham- 
bers, Thompson,  Smith,  and  Mc  Vickar,  filed  each  his  separate 
libel  in  personam  against  tbe  master  of  the  vessel,  for  their 
respective  wages  earned  on  the  voyage,  and  •  procured  war^ 
rants  of  arrest  to  be  issued  thereon,  returnable  on  the  11th  of 
January.     On  the  7th,  the  warrants  were  filed,  Vfiib  the  ma^ 
shal's  return  indorsed,  ^  that  the  respondent  wub  not  found^'^ 
and  on  the  same  day  those  Ubellants  filed  their  joint  petttions^ 
and  obtained  an  ez  parte  order  of  the  Court,  making  ihem 
co-libellants  with  Sanborn  in  this  action.    On  tbe  same  day 
another  libel  was  filed  against  the  ship  in  the  names  of  others 
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of  liie  crew,  and  process  of  attachment  was  taken  out  and 
served  upon  her.  The  last  two  actions  were  instituted  by  the 
same  proctor  who  commenced  that  of  Sanborn.  On  the  night 
of  January  4th,  a  libel  was  prepared  by  Mr.  Stnrtevant,  the 
proctor  of  the  bottomry  creditor,  in  the  names  of  all  the  crew, 
against  the  ship  for  the  recovery  of  their  wages.  This  libel, 
pursuant  to  the  arrangement  made  on  that  day  with  the  crew, 
was  the  next  day  signed  by  nine  of  them,  and  the  names  of 
the  parties  prosecuting  in  this  suit,  and  the  allegations  appli- 
cable to  their  demands  were  stricken  out  of  it  On  the  6th, 
a  summons  was  taken  out  in  favor  of  those  nine  Ubellants, 
Ibnnded  upon  the  allegations  of  the  libel  so  altered,  and  a 
certificate  was  given  on  the  7th  by  a  commissioner,  for  process 
against  the  ship,  and  she  was  arrested  thereon  on  the  same  day. 

The  matter  was  brought  to  hearing  before  the  Court  on  the 
pleadings  and  proofs  in  these  various  actions.  The  claim- 
ant, in  his  defence  to  this  action,  relied  upon  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  action  had  been  .instituted  by  San- 
bom  as  above  stated ; — ^and  he  also  claimed  to  charge  various 
Ubellants  with  payments  madd  them  in  foreign  ports  during 
the  voyage,  on  account  of  their  wages ;  which  payments  were 
made  in  French  five-franc  pieces,  at  the  rate  of  one  dollar 
each,  and  also  with  payments  of  hospital  money  made  on 
their  account 

The  action  of  the  bottomry  creditor  had  been  carried  to  a 
final  decree  on  the  8th  of  February ;  a  venditioni  exponas  was 
issued  thereon,  upon  which  the  ship  was  sold,  and  her  pro- 
ceeds, $4,300,  were  paid  into  Court  on  the  11th  of  February, 
subject  to  the  rights  of  aU  the  litigant  parties. 

The  final  decree  in  this  cause,  the  one  brought  by  Sanborn 
and  others,  was  rendered  on  the  11th  of  February,  three  days 
sabsequently  to  that  in  the  bottomry  suit,  and  the  demand  of 
the  seamen  who  had  filed  their  separate  libel  against  the  ship, 
were  satisfied  out  of  the  proceeds  in  Court  on  the  14th  of 
Pchraary. 
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William  Jatg  HJaskeU^  for  libellant. 
Luther  JR.  Marshy  for  daimant. 

Bbtts,  J.  The  bottomry  creditor  had  no  authority  in  law 
to  exact  from  tiie  seamen  a  formal  assignment  of  their  claims 
for  wages  as  a  conditioxl  to  the  payment  thereof!  If  he  satis- 
fied those  claims  in  good  faith,  for  the  protection  of  his  de* 
mand  on  the  interest  of  the  ship-owner,  the  Conrt  might 
recognize  in  his  behalf  a  novation  pro  tatUo  to  those  cdaims, 
and,  upon  the  final  decree,  secure  to  him  a  reimbursement  of 
such  advance,  as  equitably  united  or  cdtnpounded  with  his 
lien  debt.  But  he  had  no  right  to  compel  the  seamen  to  put 
themselves  or  their  demands  under  his  control,  or  to  coerce 
fi-om  them  the  payment  of  his  proctor's  fees,  or  to  require 
them  to  defer  the  prosecution  of  their  demands  until  he  chose 
to  institute  a  suit  upon  his  bottomry  security.  His  extreme 
privilege  would  be  to  pay  off  the  wages,  and  prevent  the 
fund  being  diminished  by  costs  to  the  seamen,  for  the  recov- 
ery of  wages  alone,  and  in  that  manner  to  become  permitted 
to  tack  their  lien  on  the  ship  tb  his  own,  and  sue  for  both  in 
his  own  name  and  right,  and  burdened  with  but  a  single  bill 
of  costs.  This  was  tiie  legal  relation  of  the  bottomry  holder 
to  the  crew. 

The  objection  that  the  suit  by  the  seamen  was  prematurely 
commenced,  cannot  be  sustained.  The  action  is  tinder  sec- 
tion 6  of  the  act  of  July  20, 1790,  (1  U.  &  Stats.  131,)  which 
prescribes  that  if  the  wages  of  any  seaman  are  not  paid  within 
ten  days  after  the  discharge  of  the  cargo  at  the  last  port  of 
delivery,  the  master  may  be  summoned  to  show  cause  why  a 
process  in  rem  should  not  issue ;  and  if  cause  is  not  shown, 
process  in  rem  shall  issue  accordingly  in  the  manner  prescribed 
by  the  act.  It  is  true  that  ten  days  had  not  expired  after  the 
termination  of  the  voyage  when  the  proceedings  of  the  libel* 
lants  were  taken.  But  the  ctew  were  aU  discharged  by  the 
master  of  the  ship  on  her  arrival  here  on  the  28th  of  Decern- 
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ber,  and  their  wages  thus  became  due  and  payable  imme- 
diately. In  such  case  the  statute  does  not  compel  seamen  to 
wait  ten  days  before  bringing  suit  for  their  wages.  Such 
discharge  from  the  ship  terminates  all  connection  of  the  sea- 
men with  the  voyage,  or  with  the  unlading  of  the  ship,  and 
they  are  thereby  remitted  to  their  right  of  action  by  the  law 
maritime.     See  The  Cypress,^  M8S.  1829. 

Bnt  section  6  of  the  act  of  1790  requires  that  in  all  suits 
nnder  the  ^ct  by  seamen  against  a  vessel  for  wages,  ''  sR  the 
seamen  or  mariners  having  cause  of  complaint  of  the  like 
kind  against  the  same  ship  or  vessel,  shall  be  joined  as  com- 
plainants ;  '*  and,  therefore,  after  proceedings  are  on  foot  in 
behalf  of  a  part  of  the  crew  for  the  recovery  of  wages  on  the 
common  voyage,  it  is  not  competent  for  others  of  the  same 
crew  to  institute  separate  actions  on  their  individual  demands 
therefor.  The  ship  is  to  be  burdened  with  no  more  than  the 
expenses  of  one  prosecution,  and  those  of  the  crew  not  named 
in  the  proceeding  must  cause  themselves  to  be  connected  with 
the  first  action  instituted,  and  the  Court  will  regulate  and 
distribute  the  costs  between  co-complainants  in  such  proceed- 
ings, as  may  be  equitable.  It  was  irregulax  and  against  the 
equity  of  the  statute,  for  the  libellant  Sanborn,  after  he  was 
aware  that  a  suit  for  wages  for  the  voyage  was  in  preparation 
to  be  immediately  commenced  by  others  of  the  crew,  to 
attempt  to  supplant  their  action,  and  to  place  the  business  in 
tile  hands  of  his  proctor  alone,  by  getting  his  process  on  foot 
a  few  hours  in  advance  of  theirs ;  and  as  such  proceeding 
was  unnecessary  and  in  his  own  wrong,  it  must  be  at  his 
individual  expense.  He  was  also  apprised  that  a  fund  was 
ready  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  wages ;  and  sifter  such  notice, 
tiie  commencement  of  a  suit  against  the  vessel  by  him  singly 
must  be  deeymed  needless  and  vindictive,  unless  clear  proof  is 
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given  that  it  was  indispensable  to  the  protection  of  his  inter- 
ests, or  that  he  had  given  previous  notice  that  he  would  not 
await  the  proceedings  of  his  shipmates.  These  steps  nugbt 
have  given  him  color  of  claim  to  costs ;  but  then  he  would 
acquire  it  only  in  case  of  unreasonable  delay  on  the  part  of 
the  others  to  prosecute  their  action. 

The  co*libellants  of  Sanborn,  made  such  upon  their  own 
petition,  after  both  suits  were  commenced  against  the  ship, 
have  no  equity  to  costs.  Not  only  were  they  equally  bound 
with  Sanborn  to  unite  in  the  suit  instituted  and  then  in  prog- 
ress, in  the  name  of  others  of  the  crew,  or  at  least  to  have 
made  a  demand  of  payment  out  of  the  funds  in  the  hands 
of  Mr.  Sturtevant,  but  their  proceeding  was  manifestly  vin- 
dictive, *and  with  intent  to  create  costs  and  to  oppress  the 
master  and  owners.  They  employed  the  same  proctor  to 
commence  individual  actions  in  personam  against  the  master, 
and  filed  their  several  libels,  and  sued  out  process  therein,  and 
before  the  return  day  irregularly  caused  returns  to  be  made 
by  the  marshal  that  the  defendant  could  not  be  found,  and 
thereupon  procured  themselves  to  be  associated  with  Sanborn 
in  the  action  against  the  vessel. 

As  the  decree  to  be  made  in  the  cause  will  provide  for  pay- 
ment of  the  balance  of  wages  actually  due  to  the  libellants  in 
this  cause,  though  without  costs,  it  is  necessary  to  advert  to 
the  counter-claim  or  charges  against  those  wages  set  up  by 
the  claimant. 

The  libellants  received  payments  on  account  of  their  wages, 
while  the  ship  was  in  foreign  ports,  which  were  made  to  theip 
in  five- franc  pieces,  each  being  reckoned  as  a  dollar ;  and  they 
insist  that  they  should  be  charged  with  these  pieces  only  at 
the  valuation  of  ninety-three  cents  each,  that  being  their  value 
in  the  United  States,  by  the  act  of  June  25, 1834.  4  U.  S. 
StaU.  681.  The  libellants  had  a  right  to  receive  their  wages 
in  American  coin  or  its  equivalent,  whether  paid  them  abroad 
or  at  home,  if  the  master  was  bound  by  contract  or  act  of 
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Congress  to  make  the  payment  at  the  time, — ^the  jshipping 
contract  being  in  that  currency.  It  was  stipulated  by  the 
articles  that  the  crew  should  not  be  entitled  Jo  their  wages,  or 
to  any  part  thereof,  until  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  her  last 
port  of  discharge,  and  the  delivery  of  her  cargo.  That  was 
to  be  in  an  American  port  Payments  made  to  the  libellants 
during  the  voyage  would  therefore  be  chargeable  to  them  at 
ttie  value  of  United  States  currency  there,  the  mutual  act  of 
the  parties  being  tantamount  to  an  assent  to  make  and  re- 
ceive payment  abroad. 

The  five-franc  pieces  paid  the  libellants  abroad,  are  accord- 
ingly to  be  credited  to  the  ship,  in  making  up  their  accounts, 
at  the  lelative  value  of  that  coin  to  the  American  silver  dollar, 
at  the  time  and  place  where  it  was  received  by  the  seamen. 
That  is,  the  crew  were  entitled  to  so  much  local  currency 
as  would  procure  at  the  place  the  American  currency  due 
them. 

In  respect  to  the  claim  for  hospital  moneys  paid  by  the  ship, 
whatever  the  sum  may  be,  nothing  can  be  charged  the  libel- 
lants therefor,  beyond  the  amount  fixed  by  law  at  the  time  of 
the  payment  This  is  a  compulsory  tax  charged  upon  them 
by  positive  law.  Any  sums  paid  by  the  master  or  owners 
exceeding  that  ampunt,  must  be  his  or  their  loss. 

The  decree  will  be  that  the  libel  be  dismissed,  but  without 
costs.  For  the  claimant  not  having  made  tender  of  wages  to 
the  libellants  or  paid  them  into  Court,  and  having  unneces- 
sarily defended  the  action  by  answer  and  claim,  when  the 
interposition  of  the  Court  to  stay  the  suit  of  the  libellants, 
and  to  compel  them  to  await  the  decree  in  that  already  in 
course  of  prosecution  in  behalf  of  their  shipmates,«could  have 
been  had  on  motion  or  petition,  no  costs  can  be  awarded  in 
their  favor. 

The  action  brought  by  the  libellants  will  be  regarded  as 
tantamount  to  a  petition  upon  the  fund  brought  into  Court 
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by  the  other  two  actioiiB  pending  Gonomrently  with  tbia 
against  the  ship. 

A  reference  to  a  oommissioner  is  ordered  to  ascertain  the 
balance  of  wages  due  to  the  libeUants  respectively,  upon  the 
principles  before  declared,  with  interest  thereon  from  Decem- 
ber 28, 1847 ;  (unless  the  amoimt  can  be  settled  by  apree-* 
ment ;)  and  on  the  coming  in  and  confirmation  of  the  report 
a  decree  may  be  entered  for  the  payment  of  the  amomils 
reported  due,  oat  of  the  proceeds  of  the  vessel  in  Courts 


Manchester  v.  Milne. 

Since  the  adoption  of  the  Circnit  Conrt  Kales  of  1S45,  Role  96  of  tke  DbCrid 
Coart  of  1838,  refusing  to  a  proctor  in  a  soit  fees  as  adrooate,  is  abrogated,  is 
respect  to  all  fees  other  than  those  spedficallj  introdaced  and  appointed  bj  the 
District  Conrt ;  and  fees  for  services  as  proctor  and  as  advocate  are  taxable  to 
the  same  person. 

In  what  cases  costs  may  be  taxed  for  motions  to  postpone  the  hearing*  of  a  caase 
called  in  its  order  on  the  calendar.    * 

Costs  are  not  taxable  for  the  preparation  of  written  argnments,  except  upon  a  stip- 
nlation  in  writing,  to  that  effect. 

In  what  cases  costs  maj  be  taxed  upon  motions  to  enlarge  time  to  answer,  upon 
motions  for  final  decree,  motions  for  costs,  for  a  reference,  &c. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam^  by  Cyrus  B.  Manchester 
against  George  Milne^  to  recover  freight  upon  a  cargo  of  coal. 

The  cause  was  before  the  Court  upon  the  merits  in  1848| 
when  a  decree  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  libellant.  The 
proceedings  upon  that  hearing  are  reported,  ante^  llSi. 

The  cause  now  came  up  upon  appeal  from  a  taxation  of* 
costs.     The  grounds  of  the  appeal  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Bbtts,  X  Both  parties  appeal  from  tiie  taxation  of  oosts 
made  by  the  deputy  derk  in  this  case ;  but  the  pnncipal  ex* 
ceptions,  in  number  and  amount,  are  taken  by  the  respondent 
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Two  legal  pomiii  of  general  application  are  raised,  which 
are  of  sufficient  importance  to  demand  a  formal  consideratiozif 
and  the  reasona  assigned  for  this  decision  will  have  relation 
ehiefly  to  those  propositions*  • 

The  bill  rendered  and  taxed  embraces  separate  charges  for 
advocate's  and  proctQ|[|Ei  fees,  the  pleadings  being  signed  by 
Messrs.  Borr  and  Benedict  as  proctors,  and  by  Mr.  Beebe  as 
advocate. 

The  respondent  has  pat  in  his  affidavit,  stating  that  those 
three  gentlemen  are  copartners  in  the  practice  of  law  in  this 
city,  and  that,  as  is  generally  miderstood,  they  practice  in  co- 
partnership in  all  the  State  and  United  States  courts ;  and 
he  objects  to  the  charge  of  advocate's  fees  at  all,  contending 
that  all  the  partners  in  effect  act  as  proctors  in  the  cause. 

Mr*  Beebe,  by  affidavit,  states  that  the  connection  between 
himself  and  Messrs.  Burr  and  Benedict,  in  the  Admiralty 
business  conducted  in  their  office,  is  not  a  copartnership ;  that 
he  acts  as  advocate  solely,  and  takes  to  himself  the  taxable 
fees  as  advocate  for  his  compensation,  and  has  no  share  of  or 
interest  in  the  fees  of  the  (n'octors,  which  belong  exclusively 
to  the  other  two  gentlemen. 

I  do  not,  however,  consider  this  fact,  whichever  way  it 
may  be,  as  varying  essentially  the  question  ;  because,  in  my 
opinion,  the  rule  of  allowance  "is  definitely  fixed  by  law  in 
leepect  to  the  greater  part  of  the  items  in  contestation.  The 
mles  of  the  Circuit  Court,  adopted  June  28, 1845,  which  also 
govern  the  practice  and  costs  of  this  Court,  change  Rule  96 
of  this  Court,  and  regulate  the  costs  of  parties,  their  attor* 
neys,  solicitors,  and  counsel,  in  private  actions,  conformably 
to  tiie  grant  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  18, 1842,  of  costs 
to  the  United  States  attorneys  within  this  State ;  and  when 
services  are  rendered  pursuant  to  the  course  of  practice  of  this 
Court,  for  which  no  fees  are  specifically  appointed  under  the 
act,  the  usages  of  this  Court  and  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  are  to  determine  the  rate  of  allowance. 
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The  provision  in  the  act  of  Congress  lii!hits  the  fees  receiv- 
able by  the  United  States  attorneys  to  the  fees  and  compenp 
sation  allowed  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York,  for  like 
services,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  proceedings. 

These  rules  accordingly  render  the  statute  law  of  New 
Yprk  in  relation  to  costs,  in  force  lV||y  18, 1842,  the  rule  of 
taxation  in  this  Court,  when  no  specific  fee  is  appointed  by 
Congress.  The  State  act  of  May  14, 1840,  (§  4,)  provides, 
that  when  a  fee  is  allowed  to  an  attorney  or  counsellor,  it 
shall  be  taxed  only  for  one  counsel  or  attorney,  and  the  same 
person  may  be  allowed  fees  both  as  attorney  and  counsel  in 
the  same  cause. 

It  would  accordingly  make  no  difference  if  the  advocate 
and  proctors  in  this  cause  were  in  full  partnership  in  every 
branch  of  their  business,  sharing  in  common  all  costs  taxable 
in  the  cause ;  for  it  is  plain  that  a  fee  appointed  to  a  proctor 
for  a  service,  and  another  to  an  advocate  for  the  same  service, 
would,  under  those  provisions,  be  both  taxable  to  the  same 
person. 

The  act  of  Congress  comprehends  all  classes  of  costs  tax- 
able in  favor  of  district  attorneys  and  clerks  in  this  State, 
within  whatever  jurisdiction  their  services  are  rendered,  and 
the  rules  of  the  Circuit  Court  have  force  in  respect  to  private 
suitors,  coextensively  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute  relsp 
ting  to  those  official  fees.  In  my  opinion  the  provisions  of 
the  State  law  so  adopted  by  Congress,  must  be  held  to  super- 
sede all  Regulations  previously  in  force  under  the  rules  or 
practice  of  this  Court  or  of  the  Circuit  Court  conflicting  with 
the  State  law ;  and  that  the  restriction  in  the  tariff  of  costs, 
established  by  this  Court  in  1838,  which  denies  to  a  proctor 
the  allowance  of  the  same  fee  taxed  to  him  as  advocate,  is 
abrogated. 

I  accordingly  hold  that  the  objection  to  the  taxation  of  ad- 
vocate fees  in  the  cause  must  be  overruled. 

The  next  objection  of  a  general  bearing  is  that  taken  to  the 
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charges  for  attendance,  for  briefs  and  opposing  motions,  and 
tcft  temporary  delays  asked  for  and  allowed  in  term,  in  respeet 
to  the  trial  of  the  cause. 

It  seems  that  when  the  cause  was  called  in  its  place  on  the 
calendar,  excuses  were  offered  on  the  part  of  the  respondent, 
and  a  request  was  made  that  the  hearing  might  be  postponed 
to  an  after  day,  which  was  objected  to  at  the  time  on  the  pcut 
of  the  libellant  No  notice  of  motion  was  given,  and  no 
proofs  were  introdnced  which  were  the  subject  of  discussion. 

I  think  the  party  has  no  right  to  the  fees  charged  for  that 
proceeding.  A  formal  motion  or  affidavit  to  put  off  a  cause 
for  the  term  stands  on  a  different  footing,  and  the  party 
against  whom  it  is  made  may  rightfully  ask  to  have  its  hear* 
ing  deferred  until  he  is  prepared  to  meet  it,  and  if  he  waives 
that  right,  and  consents  to  debate  or  meet  the  motion  instamr 
ier^  there  would  be  a  reasonable  color  for  allowing  him  the 
usual  costs  attached  to  the  resistance  of  special  motions  made 
on  notice  given.  It  is  otherwise  in  incidental,  and,  as  it  were, 
colloquial  applications,  where  from  some  casualty  a  party 
a^  that  his  case  may  be  deferred  to  a  particular  day,  or  be 
temporarily  passed  on  the  calendar.  All  the  costs  which 
would  naturally  appertain  to  such  arrangement  of  the  busi- 
ness would  be  the  expense  of  witnesses  for  the  day,  and  per- 
haps, on  a  liberal  construction  of  the  fee-bill,  the  attendance 
fee  of  the  advocate  and  proctor  in  Court  for  the  time. 

I  shall  allow  charges  for  opposing  motions  made  on  notices 
given  to  put  the  cause  off  for  the  term,  and  disallow  them  in 
all  cases  where  the  application  was  without  notice,  and  Only 
to  defer  the  hearing  to  another  day  in  the  same  session. 

No  appointment  of  a  fee  in  the  State  law,  or  under  the 
practice  of  the  United  States  courts,  is  shown  for  written 
arguments.  They  are  furnished  by  mutual  consent,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  expediting  the  decision  of  a  cause  not  likely 
to  be  heard  orally.  Neither  party  can  therefore  cast  upon  the 
other  the  expense  of  that  mode  of  proceeding.    If  the  counsel 
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will  not  waive  their  right  to  taxable  fees  for  arguing  a  cause, 
they  must  mutually  stipulate  in  writing,  that  a  written  argo« 
ment  shall  be  regarded,  in  the  taxation  of  costs,  the  aame  as 
an  oral  one  in  Ck>urt 

It  is  stated  in  the  bill  of  costs,  that  the  Judge  ordered  the 
cause  to  be  submitted  in  writing.  This  is  undoubtedly  a  mis* 
apprehension.  Such  direction  is  never  given  in  our  practice. 
If  one  party  insists  on  an  immediate  hearing,  and  to  avoid 
the  delay  asked  by  the  other,  offers  to  submit  the  case  on 
written  argument,  the  Court  may  refuse  the  delay  asked  ex- 
cept on  condition  of  furnishing  a  written  argument.  This  is 
only  to  preserve  to  the  diligent  and  prepared  party  all  his 
rights  and  the  advantage  of  a  prompt  disposition  of  the  case. 
But  that  in  no  way*rests  on  the  authority  to  prescribe  to  par- 
ties this  particular  method  of  debating  the  case.  Those 
charges  in  this  bill  must  be  rejected. 

Various  Items  of  charge  are  claimed  for  attending  Court, 
and  on  motions  made  in  writing,  merely  formal  as  for  time, 
to  the  defendant  to  answer  it,  &c.  This  is  mere  chamber 
business*  In  some  of  the  instances  specified,  the  extension 
of  time  was  assented  to  by  the  libellant,  and  no  special 
attendance  was  necessary  or  required  on  his  part  Where 
the  continuance  was  allowed  on  return  day  of  process,  the 
libellant  must,  according  to  the  due  order  of  practice,  be  in 
attendance  to  receive  that  return,  and  is  allowed  a  fee  there- 
for, and  he  cannot  duplicate  that  fee,  because  of  another  step 
then  taken,  entirely  incidental  to  the  return.  So,  *also,  it  was 
needless  for  him  to  attend  in  Court  at  the  day  allowed  the 
defendant  to  answer.  He  was  entitled  on  return  of  process 
to  a  default  ftm,  and  if  the  defendant  failed  to  comply  with 
the  terms  of  his  indulgence,  the  decree  on  that  default  would 
become  final. 

Merely  suppositious  motions  cannot  be  charged,  such  as 
motion  for  final  decree,  motion  for  costs,  motion  for  reference, 
&c.,  when  the  object  of  the  supposed  motions  are  embraced 
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in  tbe  decietal  order  of  liie  Court ;  though  there  may  be  fonn* 
dation  for  similar  charges  when  they  are  based  upon  specific 
application  to  the  Court  for  the  modificatioD,  reyersal,  or  en- 
largement of  the  final  decree  as  to  any  of  those  particulars. 

The  taxed  bill  must  be  rectified  according  to  the  directions 
here  given. 


Thb  Remnants  of  the  Caithneshire. 

Where  a  libel  demanded  the  recoveiy  of  $6.75,  wages  dne  to  each  of  two  libellants, 
and  $75  to  each  for  salvage  senrices,  and  the  claim  for  wages  was  allowed,  but 
that  for  salvage  service  was  disallowed,  and  the  decree  was  generally  for  the 
wages  due,  "  with  costs," — Hdd,'  that  plenary  costs  were  taxable  in  favor  of 
libellants. 

The  discretionary  power  of  the  Court  over  the  award  of  coats  cannot  be  exercised 
on  an  appeal  from  taxation,  especially  after  the  expiration  of  thf  term  in  which 
the  decree  is  rendered. 

This  was  a  libel  filed  by  James  Drain  and  James  Murphy, 
against  the  remnants  and  proceeds  of  the  bark  Caithneshire, 
m  rem^  and  also  in  personam^  against  J.  Rankin,  her  master, 
io  recover  for  wages  and  for  salvage  services. 

The  libel  demanded  the  recovery  of  06.75,  wages  due  to 
each  libellant,  and  also  an  additional  compensation  to  each 
of  075^  for  salvage  services  on  board  the  vessel  after  the 
period  to  which  wages  were  charged.  This  last  claim  was 
disallowed  by  the  Court  on  the  final  hearing.  The  wages 
demanded  were  decreed  the  libellants  with  costs,  and  the 
tenn  for  which  wages  were  to  be  computed  was  held  to  em- 
tavace  the  period  the  libellants  remained  with  the  vessel  after 
she  stranded. 

The  claim  against  the  master  personally  was  dismissed 
with  costs.  The  amount  recovered  was  less  than  $50,  but 
the  bill  of  costs  was  made  up  by  the  libellants  and  taxed  by 
the  clerk,  after  the  lapse  of  the  term,  as  in  a  plenary  suit 
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The  claimant  appealed  from  the  taxation,  insisting  that 
costs  of  summary  actions  only  could  be  allowed. 
W.  Mulochj  for  appellants 
Alanson  Nashy  for  respondents. 

Betts,  J.  By  Role  165  of  the  District  Court,  causes 
wbereiti  the  matter  in  demand  does  not  exceed  $50,  are  made 
summary,  and  by  Rule  176,  the  advocate's  and  proctof^s  costs 
on  each  side  are  limited  in  such  actions  to  $12. 

In  these  cases,  as  in  those  determining  the  jurisdiction  of. 
the  Circuit  or  Supreme  Court,  the  amount  put  in  demand  by 
the  claim  of  the  libellant  is  conclusive  upon  the  point. 

In  this  case  the  respondent  and  claimant  may  cteady 
appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court  on  the  merits,  because  they  have 
been  compelled  to  litigate  a  demand  exceeding  $50 ;  and  for 
the  same  reason  the  Ubellants  may  appeal,  they  having  put  in 
suit  a  claim  beyond  $50,  which  this  Court  has  refused  to 
adjudge  in  their  favor. 

Accordingly,  upon  the  face  of  those  proceedings,  tiie  libel- 
lants,  on  a  general  decree  for  costs,  are  entitled  to  have  them 
taxed  as  in  a  plenary  cause.  The  same  rule  applies  to  the 
costs  awarded  the  respondent  in  that  branch  of  the  case 
which  seeks  to  charge  him  individually. 

It  was  competent  to  the  Court,  on  the  hearing  or  during 
the  term,  to  have  regulated,  at  its  discretion,  the  allowance  of 
costs.  Had  the  subject  been  brought  to  my  attention,  I  am 
strongly  persuaded  I  should  have  limited  the  recovery  on  each 
side  to  summary  bosts. 

The  final  decree  was  pronounced  and  enrolled  in  January 
term,  and  it  is  doubtftd  whether  the  Court  has  any  power 
over  the  subject  after  the  expiration  of  that  term.  3  SufML 
495 ;  7  Oranchj  L  There  is  no  authority  in  the  Court  to  ad- 
judge costs  de  novOj  on  an  appeal  from  taxation ;  such  order 
should  be  one  made  in  the  cause  on  the  hearing,  and  com- 
posing in  part  the  terms  of  the  final  decree. 

3%6  appeal  from  the  t€txaiion  overruled. 
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The  libellant,  a  hUicksmith,  solicited  the  engineer  of  a  domestic  steamboat  mn- 
mDg  daily  between  New  York  and  Albany,  to  employ  him  in  making  such  re- 
pairs as  should  be  required  daring  the  season  by  the  boat,  in  the  line  of  his 
trade.  The  engineer  promised  this,  and  the  libellant  was  called  upon  to  make, 
and  did  make  repairs  upon  the  boat  at  varioos  distinct  times,  sending  in  his  bills 
monthly. 

Heid — 1.  That  these  &ct8  did  not  constitute  an  employment  for  the  season, 
but  that  the  libellant  had  a  right  of  action  for  each  distinct  job  when  it  was 
eompleted. 

2.  That  libellant*s  lien  upon  the  boat,  if  any,  under  the  provisions  of  2  Re- 
vised Statntcs,  405,  ^  2,  for  each  item  of  service  rendered  by  him,  was  dischaiiged 
on  the  lapse  of  twelve  days  after  the  departure  of  the  boat  from  Albany  for  New 
York  next  following  the  rendering  of  such  service.^ 

"Hie  Court  affords  a  remedy  against  domestic  vessels  for  labor,  supplies,  &c.,  far- 
niahed,  only  where  the  vessel  is  subject  by  the  local  law  to  a  lien  therefor ;  and 
the  privilege  is  enforced  subject  to  every  qualification  or  limitation  attached  to 
it  by  that  law. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem^  by  James  O.  Haight  against  the 
steamboat  Alida,  to  recover  for  repairs  made  upon  that  boat. 

The  facts  out  of  which  this  action  arose  were  as  follows : 
During  the  navigation  season  of  1847,  the  steamboat  Alida, 
being  then  wholly  owned  in  this  State,  was  employed  in  run^ 
ning  between  New  York  and  Albany,  making  regular  passen- 
ger trips  daily,  Sundays  excepted.  The  libellant  was  a  black- 
smith, residing  at  Albany,  and  he  solicited  the  engineer  of 
the  boat  to  employ  him  in  doing  such  jobs  of  work  as  should 
be  required  in  the  line  of  libellant's  trade  during  the  season. 
The^  engineer  promised  to  do  so ;  and  at  various  times  when 
the  boat  was  at  Albany,  from  August  4  to  September  24,  the 
libellant  was  called  upon  to  make  repairs  upon  the  engine 


1  On  the  subject  of  liens  upon  domestic  steamboats,  see,  also,  the  decision 
ia  another  suit  against  the  Alida,  reported  post,  immediately  following  that 
iboye. 
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and  other  parts  of  the  boat,  and  he  supplied,  during  that  time, 
all  labor  and  materials  within  the  scope  of  his  trade  which 
the  boat  required.  These  services  were  rendered  by  the  libel- 
lant  on  the  4th,  6th,  13th,  18th,  20th,  22d,  and  27th  days  of 
August,  and  on  the  1st,  8th,  13th,  15th,  17th,  20th,  22d,  and 
24th  days  of  September. 

The  Alida  changed  owners  in  New  YoA,  September  2l8t ; 
her  down  trip  from  Albany  was  on  the  25th,  and  no  work  was 
performed  on  her  by  libellant  subsequently.  She  was  attach- 
ed, on  her  arrival  in  New  York,  on  other  demands,  but  after- 
wards continued  her  trips  as  before.  The  engineer  who 
employed  the  libellant  left  the  boat  on  the  27th. 

There  had  accrued  during  the  month  of  August,  upon  the 
libellant's  account  for  services,  charges  amounting  to  $80.95, 
and  the  bill  therefor  was  presented  on  the  1st  of  September. 
On  the  20th  of  September,  $50  was  paid  the  libellant,  and 
was  credited  on  the  August  account.  Early  in  October,  the 
bill  for  the  September  work,  including  the  arrears  on  the 
August  bill,  was  presented  to  the  owners  in  New  York.  The 
book-keeper  of  the  libellant  testified  that  it  was  his  course  of 
business  to  present  the  libellant's  shop  bills  for  payment  on 
tiie  first  of  each  month. 

The  libel  was  filed  on  the  7th  of  October. 

John  Cochrane  and  &  P.  Staples^  for  libellant. 

Smith  Sf  Woodward^  tor  the  claimant. 

Betts,  J.  The  present  action  was  commenced  within 
twelve  days  after  the  libellant  ceased  working  on  the  boat ; 
but  if  each  job  created  a  debt  by  itself  due  and  payable  when 
such  job  was  completed,  all  the  items,  excepting  the  last  one, 
$13.43,  had  been  due  more  than  twelve  days  when  the  vessel 
was  arrested,  and  more  than  that  period  would  have  elapsed 
after  the  work  was  finished,  and  after  a  departure  of  the  ves- 
sel firom  the  port  of  Albany  to  the  port  of  New  York. 

To  sustain  the  action  upon  the  facts  shown,  the  libellant 
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VBmt  maintain  one  of  two  propositionB :  that  bis  employment 
was  for  the  season^  and  that  accordingly  he  had  no  right  to 
anest  the  boat  until  his  contract  was  terminated  by  the  ex- 
piration of  the  running  seaBon,  or  by  the  act  of  the  owner  cf 
the  boat ;  or  that,  in  order  to  bar  his  remedy  in  rem^  the  boat 
most  have  left  Albany  and  have  remained  absent  for  more 
than  twelve  days  coiUinnaml^i  after  each  particular  indebted- 
oess  accrued. 

In  my  opinion,  the  evidence  in  no  way  authorizes  the 
asaamption  that  the  hiring  of  the  libellant  was  for  the  entire 
season.  The  nature  of  the  employment  clearly  indicates  that 
it  was  merely  for  piece  or  job  work,  and  that,  in  each  instance, 
the  libellant  had  a  right  to  demand  payment  when  the  partic- 
ular job  was  completed.  It  was  the  usage  of  his  shop,  indeed, 
to  render  bills  to  customers  monthly ;  but  that  usage  in  no 
way  affected  the  legal  right  of  libellant  to  withhold  the  indul- 
gence and  exact  ready  pay,  nor  did  i^t  put  him  under  obliga- 
tion to  proceed,  and  supply  material  and  labor  on  credit 
tbionghout  the  season.  Such  usage  could  only  tend  to  raise 
a  presumption  in  favor  of  such  credit ;  but  this  presumption, 
if  unsupported  by  other  proofs,  would  be  of  too  slight  a  char- 
acter to  postpone  his  right  to  collect  his  charges,  because  it 
wonld  be  balanced  if  not  indeed  countervailed  by  another  im- 
plication, that  each  piece  of  work  or  article  of  manufacture 
famished  by  a  mechanic,  completes  his  obligation  to  his 
employer  as  far  as  that  item  of  employment  is  concerned,  and 
has  no  connection  with  or  dependence  upon  other  services, 
aimilar  in  character,  rendered  between  the  parties.  This  is 
the  well-understood  relation  %f  employer  and  employed,  in  all 
cues  of  mechanical  services ;  and  tbeie  is  no  a^onger  infer, 
ence  in  favor  of  a  continuing  credit  where  the  employment  is 
(oi  a  series  of  independent  repairs  to  a  single  steam-engine, 
tium  where  it  is  for  the  original  construction  of  several  dif- 
ferent engines.  In  the  absence  of  stipulations  between  the 
psorties,  the  law  assumes  that  a  mechanic  is  entitled  to  com- 
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penBation  for  his  job  when  finished,  (Siory  on  Bailm.  §4  ^^t 
426,)  and  the  job  must,  in  drdinary  acoeptation,  be  regaided 
aa  finished  when  all  the  material  or  labor  demanded  has  been 
fully  supplied.  This  is  as  true  in  relation  to  small  itemi^of 
mechanical  labor  and  supplies,  as  it  is  in  respect  to  those  of  the 
greatest  magnitude  and  expense.  The  job  of  the  block-mcdker 
is  to  all  legal  intents  completed  when  he  has  finished  the  par- 
ticular tackle  ordered,  as  clearly  as  is  that  of  the  shipwright 
when  the  ship  is  launched  and  folly  sparred ;  and  either  is 
then  entitled  at  law  to  demand  compensation  for  his  laSor 
and  materials. 

If,  then,  the  employment  proved  in  this  case  were  to  be 
regarded  as  a  contract  for  hire  and  materials,  I  should  think 
it  amounted  to  nothing  more  than  an  engagement  by  the 
Ubellant  to  answer  such  calls  or  orders  as  should  be  made 
upon  him  in  his  line  of  business,  leaving  his  right  to  recover 
compensation  therefor  to  stand  upon  the  ordinary  legal  foot- 
ing. In  my  judgment,  however,  the  understanding  between 
the  Ubellant  and  the  engineer  constituted  no  agreement  obh- 
gatory  on  either  party.  It  was  no  more  than  the  customary 
good-will  solicited  by  tradesmen  and  mechanics,  and  promised 
by  those  to  whom  application  is  made.  These  friendly  assur- 
ances secure  no  right  to  either  party  which  can  be  enforced 
against  the  other,  as  arising  upon  an  agreement  of  legal  obli- 
gation.   ^ 

The  question  then  arises,  under  the  second  point,  whether 
the  lien,  if  originally  existing  in  favor  of  the  Ubellant,  was 
discharged  by  the  departure  of  the  boat  firom  Albany,  twelve 
days  or  more  before  the  suit  wad%rought. 

Where  se^ces  or  smppUes  are  rendered  to  a  foreign  diip» 
a  Uen  attaches  by  the  general  maritime  law ;  and  the  different 
States  of  our  Federal  Union  are,  in  regard  to  this  question, 
regarded  as  foreign  States  to  each  other.  The  nature,  extent 
and  character  of  the  Uen,  in  such  case,  are  to  be  determined, 
not  by  the  local  law  of  the  particular  State,  but  by  the  gen- 
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ml  principles  of  the  maritime  law  applicable  to  the  case. 
Zaae  v.  The  Brig  President,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  R.  463;  The 
Nestor,  1  Simn.  73;  The  Bark  Chusan,  S  Storey  455.  But 
against  domestic  vessels  the  Court  affords  a  remedy  only 
where  they  are  subject  by  the  local  law  to  a  lien  for  work 
done,  or  for  articles  or  materials  furnished  in  building  or 
rqiairing  the  vessel,  or  for  provisions  or  stores  furnished 
wiibia  the  State,  and  fit  and  proper  for  the  use  of  the  vessel 
when  famished;  and  accordingly  the  ptivilege  is  enforeed, 
subject  to  every  qualification  or  liniitation  attached  to  it  by 
the  State  law.  The  case  is  governed  altogether  by  the  muni- 
cipal law  of  the  State,  and  no  lien  is  implied,  unless  it  is 
peoognized  by  that  law.  The  General  Smith,  4  Wheat.  438 ; 
The  Robert  Fulton,  1  i\xm«,  620 ;  The  Jerusalem-,  2  Oatl. 
3i5 ;  The  HuU  of  a  New  Brig,  1  Storp,  244 ;  The  Baik  Chn- 
■an,  2  Storyj  455 ;  Peyroux  v.  Howard,  7  Pet.  324 ;  Harper  tr. 
The  New  Brig,  Gi^.  586 ;  14  Conn.  R  404;  Davis  v.  The 
New  Brig,  Oilp.  428. 

Hie  statute  of  the  State  of  New  York,  under  which  this 
UeD  must  be  supported,  if  at  all,  contains  a  provision  that 
^  when  the  ship  or  vessel  shall  dqpart  from  the  port  at  which 
she  was  when  the  debt  was  contracted,  to  some  other  port 

■ 

within  tiie  State,  every  such  debt  shall  cease  to  be  a  lien,  at 
the  expiration  of  twelve  days  after  the  day  of  such  departure ; 
and  in  all  cases  the  lien  shaU  cease  immediately  after  the  ven- 
ael  shall  have  left  this  State.    2  Rev.  Siats.  405,  §  2. 

The  act  preceding  this,  {Laws  of  1830,  c.  320,  §  50,)  and 
the  antecedent  one,  {Laws  of  1817,  c.  60,  §  1,)  have  always 
been  held  in  this  Court  to  bar  the  arrest  of  a  vessel  affcer 
twehre  days  subsequent  to  her  leaving  (provided  her  departure 
18  not  clandestine  or  fraudulent)  the  port  in  which  the  lien> 
was  incurred,  and  going  to  another  port  in  this  State,  witiiout 
regard  to  the  time  during  which  she  might  remain  away  fromi 
the  port  where  the  debt  was  contracted.  Jenkins  v.  The 
Steamboat  Congress,  M8S.  1841 ;  The  Steamboat  Joseph 

VOL.  I.  15 
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B.  Cofke,^  MS8.  1846.  I  am  satiBfied  that  the.  State  act 
demands  that  exposition,  and  sboald  now  only  refer  to  the 
former  decisions  in  this  Court  upon  the  subject,  had  it  not 
been  earnestly  contended  in  this  case  that  the  meaning  of  the 
provision  was  clearly  different  from  that  of  the  former  acts 
upon  the  same  subject,  and  that  it  requires,  in  order  to  dis- 
charge the  lien,  a  continuous  absence  of  the  vessel  for  more 
than  twelve  days  from  the  port  where  the  debt  was  con- 
tracted, and  that  she  remain  for  that  length  of  time  in  some 
other  port  or  ports  within  the  State.  It  was  urged  that  any 
other  construction  would  render  the  lien  fallacious  and  worth- 
less, for  the  reason  that  the  creditor  could  never  know  when 
it  was  intercepted  or  destroyed.  Stress  was  also  laid  upon 
the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
in  Dennison  v.  The  Schooner  Apollonia,  (20  Johns.  194,)  as 
determining  that  the  vessel  must  remain  more  than  twelve 
days  in  the  port  to  which  she  is  removed,  in  order  to  divest 
the  lien.  And  in  view  of  this  construction  of  the  statute,  it 
was  farther  contended  that  the  boat,  having  returned  to  the 
port  of  Albany  on  every  day  succeeding  the  one  on  which  she 
left  it,  had  never  departed  from  that  port  within  the  intent  of 
the  statute. 

I  think  there  is  but  slight  call  for  construction  in  this  case, 
as  the  words  of  the  statute  (2  Rev.  Stats.  405,  §  2,)  fix  the 
meaning  of  the  legislation  with  a  clearness  not  to  be  strength- 
ened by  explanatory  comments.  The  day  of  departure  is  the 
point  from  which  the  limitation  commences  running,  and  it 
becomes  final  at  the  expiration  of  twelve  days  after  that  day. 

The  reasons  upon  which  the  legislation  on  this  subject 
rests,  also  demand  this  construction  of  the  law,  in  so  far  as  it 
applies  to  cases  not  constituting  maritime  liens  to  be  enforced 
by  Admiralty  courts  under  their  general  jurisdiction.     Those 


^  Since  reported,  Ohatt,  401. 
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comrtB  take  iio  cognizance  of  such  daims  against  domestte 
veaselfi  in  their  home  portsi  excepting  in  execution  of  tiie  local 
law.  It  is  accordingly  the  lien  of  the  artisan  or  fornisber,  as 
recognized  at  common  law,  that  the  legislature  had  in  eon* 
templation  and  sought  to  extend.  The  Marion,  1  Siory^  68 ; 
•  Moore  v»  Hitchcock,  4  Wend,  293.  See,  also,  Harper  v.  The 
New  Brigi  5  Gilp.  536.  The  conunon*law  lien  was  depend- 
ent upon  the  actual  holding  in  possession  of  the  thing  to 
which  it  attached,  and  any  surrender,  however  brief,  of  suefa 
possession,  divested  or  discharged  the  lien.  So,  when  actual 
possession  of  the  thing  was  not  acquired,  the  lien  nevor 
attached.  Story  on  Bailm.  §§  440,  588 ;  JE2vp.  Foster,  3  Storpy 
131 ;  Meary  v.  Head,  1  Mas.  319*  This  rule  of  law  mani< 
festly  left  mechanics,  material-men,  and  others  who  furnished 
stores  to  vessels  while  anchored  in  port  or  moored  at  the  dock, 
yet  remaining  in  possession  of  theiit  owners,  masters,  and 
crew^  without  other  security  for  their  claims  than  the  per* 
sonal  responsibility  of  their  agents  or  owners.  This  mischief 
is  remedied  by  a  statutory  liability,  having  all  the  virtue  of  a 
common  law  and  maritime  lien,  not  only  while  the  vessel  is 
under  the  hands  of  her  creditors,  but  for  twelve  days  after  she 
departs  firom  the  port  where  the  debts  were  contracted,  to  any 
other  port  within  the  State* 

While  there  is  an  impressive  equity  in  affording  to  credi* 
tors  some  means  of  protection  against  the  sudden  removal  of 
vessels  £rom  under  their  hands,  thus  cutting  off  their  security, 
it  is  plain  that  the  legislature  meant  also  to  guard  the  public 
against  prejudice  from  these  tacit  and  secret  claims.  They 
are  permitted,  accordingly,  to  continue  in  existence  for  a  short 
period  after  the  vessel  has  gone  from  their  quasi  occupancy 
and  possession.  It  is  proper  that  sufficient  time  be  allowed 
to  enable  the  creditor  to  enforce  his  right ;  but  no  reason  de« 
mands  that  these  liens  should  be  allowed  to  float  with  the 
vessel,  going  out  of  the  port  and  coming  back  with  her  to  it, 
so  long  as  she  may  continue  to  rciyisit  it,  without  her  absence 
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ezoeediiig  twelve  days.  On  the  contrary,  this  wonld  tend  to 
misiead  and  prejudice  subseqnent  purchaseiB  and  credttcvs, 
aa  0ach  prior  lien^  if  sustained,  would  held  its  preferenoe 
against  all  snbsequait  claims,  (Rankin  v.  Soott,  12  Wheat, 
177,)  and  tbus  would  be  withdrawn  all  the  protection  whieb 
tbe  limitation  of  time  prescribed  by  the  statute  was  designed  * 
to  secure. 

Tbe  Supreme  Court  of  this  State  have  evidently  so  under* 
Blood  the  provisions  of  this  act  in  Hancocks  v.  Dunning,  6 
HUly  494  They  preserved  the  lien  in  that  case  only  because 
the  vessel  had  not  left  tiie  port  or  State  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act.  She  had  only  gone  out  on  an  experimental  trip 
to  try  her  boilers,  and  it  was  held  that  the  touching  at  a  New 
Jexsey  port,  while  on  such  an  excursion,  did  not  divert  the 
lien*  The  language  of  the  Court  suggests  that  the  present 
case  would  be  regarded  as  coming  within  the  limitation. 
Tbe  Court  say :  '^  Tbe  reasonable  construction  is,  that  the 
Isen  ceases  when  the  vessel  departs  from  the  port  where  the 
repairs  were  made,  or  leaves  ibe  State,  upon  a  voyage  or  trip 
m  the  punuU  of  some  kind  of  trade  or  business.^*  The  boat 
in  this  case  was  running  in  steady  employment  as  a  pas- 
senger vessel,  loading  and  unloading  daily  at  the  port  of  de- 
parture and  destination,  and  completing  her  voyage  on  her 
arrival  at  the  latter. 

The  case  of  Dennison  v.  The  Schooner  *Apollonia,  (20  JbAfi5. 
194,)  relied  upon  on  the  ai^gument,  turned  upon  tbe  language 
of  the  State  act  of  1817.  Laws  of  1817,  49,  c  60,  §  1. 
This  provision  is  not  incorporated  in  the  Revised  Statutes, 
and  it  is  exceedingly  difficult  to  comprehend  what  is  intended 
by  it  There  is  probably  a  misprint  in  the  proviso ;  but  as 
the  decision  of  the  Court  was  upon  a  point  of  pleading,  the 
only  inquiry  was  whether  the  pleading  had  stated  the  case 
provided  for  by  the  act,  and  no  attention  seems  to  have  been 
paid  to  tbe  import  and  effect  of  the  clause  itself  upon  the 
rights  and  remedies  of  privileged  creditors. 
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The  proviso  was,  <^That  the  said  lien  shall  in  no  case 
eadore  beyond  twelve  days  after  sach  ship  or  vessel  shall 
leave  the  port  in  which  the  same  may  have  been  arrested.^^ 

The  plea  in  bar  to  the  proceedings  was,  that  the  vessel  left, 
and  for  more  than  twelve  days  continued  absent  from  the 
port  where  the  supplies,  &c^  were  furnished  before  her  arrest: 
The  Court  held  the  plea  bad,  because  it  did  not  state  the 
cause  which  exonerated  the  vessel  from  the  Uen ; — ^that  is,  her 
arrest,  before  her  removal,  and  then  her  continuing  absent 
m<xe  than  twelve  days  after  the  arrest  No  principle  is  set- 
tled by  that  case  which  is  applicable  to  this. 

I  am,  accordingly,  of  opinion,  that  any  indebtedness  to  the 
libeUant,  which  was  a  lien  upon  the  boat,  ceased  to  be  so 
after  the  expiration  of  twelve  days  from  her  leaving  Albany, 
and  subsequent  to  the  time  the  debt  was  due. 

The  last  charge  made  against  the  boat  by  the  libellant, 
September  24,  being  for  less  than  $50,  no  lien  arises  in  his 
&vor  for  it,  and  upon  the  considerations  stated,  he  cannot 
maintain  the  suit  for  the  antecedent  credit. 

Libel  dismissed  vntii  costs. 


The  Alida. 


Wbere  a  writing,  altliongh  embodjing  an  agreement,  \b  manifestly  incomplete,  and 
not  intended  bj  the  parties  to  exhibin  the  whole  agreement,  but  onlj  to  define 
some  of  its  terms,  die  writing  is  conclosiye  as  fiu:  as  it  goes ;  but  sach  parts  of 
the  actaal  contract  as  are  not  embraced  within  its  scope,  may  be  established  by 
parol  eridence. 

The  owner  of  a  steamboat,  and  a  corporation  engaged  in  the  business  of  supplying 
ooal  to  steamboats,  had  for  some  months  been  accustomed  to  deal  with  each 
other  for  the  supply  of  coal  required  by  the  boat ;  the  requisite  supply  for  her 
wants  upon  each  trip  being  furnished  her  on  each  arrival.  Under  these  circum- 
stances the  owner  executed  a  written  memorandum,  acknowledging  that  he  had 
purchased  1500  tons  of  coal  at  a  specified  price  per  ton  j  which  was,  however, 
silent  as  to  time  and  mode  of  delivery  and  payment 

15* 
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Hddy-*-!*  That  the  preTioua  course  of  dealing  between,  the  parties  might  be 
shown,  to  establish  their  intention  in  regard  to  these  points. 

2.  That  upon  this  evidence  the  contract  must  be  construed  as  intending  a 
deliverj  of  the  coal  from  time  to  time  as  it  might  be  ordered  to  meet  the  wants 
of  the  boat,  and  as  cieatiag  an  obligatioa  to  pay  for  each  paicel  of  coal  as  defiv- 
eied. 

A  steamboat  is  subject  to  a  lien  under  2  He  vised  Statutes,  493.  for  fuel  furnished 

her  for  the  purposes  of  her  navigation. 
The  lien  for  labor,  supplies,  &c.,  furnished  to  vessels,  given  by  2  Revised  Statutes, 

493,  takes  effect  froa  the  time  when  the  benefit  ia  actUAlly  confecred,  not  ficom 

the  date  when  it  is  engaged  or  contracted  for. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem^  by  the  President,  Managers,  and 
Company  of  the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company, 
against  the  steamboat  Alida,  to  recover  for  supplies  of  coal 
furnished  that  boat. 

The  action  arose  out  of  the  following  facts : — The  Ubellants' 
corporation  were  the  owners  qf  the  Lackawanna  coal  beds, 
and  were  engaged  in  supplying  coal  extensively  to  steam- 
boats. Their  course  of  business  was,  to  deliver  the  coal  in 
carts  from  the  yards  of  the  company  as  it  was  required  for 
use,  and  to  render  bills  therefor  regulariy  about  once  a  monlh, 
to  those  receiving  the  supplies,  and  to  collect  the  amounts 
within  a  few  days  afterwards,  allowing  a  reasonable  time  for 
the  examination  of  the  bills. 

The  Alida  was  built  during  the  winter  and  spring  of  1847, 
and  was  employed  during  the  navigation  season  of  that  year, 
in  running  between  New  York  and  AlDany  as  a  passenger 
boat.  She  was  accustomed  to  leave  New  York  on  Mondays, 
Wednesdays,  and  Fridays  of  each  week,  returning  the  alter- 
nate days;  and  she  usually,  on  her  arrival  down,  received 
coal  sufficient  to  supply  her  run  up  the  next  day.  The  libel- 
lants  were  accustomed  to  supply  her  with  coal ;  and  it  was 
proved  by  the  books  of  the  libellants,  which  were  put  in  evi- 
dence by  the  claimants,  that  the  libellants  supplied  the  boat, 
in  this  city,  on  March  19, 1847,  with  four  tons  of  lump  coal, 
at  $5.50  per  ton ;  on  April  10th,  with  ten  tons  at  the  same 
price ;  and  on  alternate  days  during  the  residue  of  the  same 
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moiith,  \0ith  141  tons,  generally  famishing  a  little  more  than 
twenty  tons  per  day,  at  $5  per  ton.  In  like  manner  the  boat 
received  in  May,  245  tons  in  New  York ;  eight  tons  at  Kings- 
tony  at  $4.50 ;  and  at  Rondoat  349  tons,  at  $4 ;  the  latter 
qnantity  being  delivered  together.  In  the  same  manner  she 
received,  in  New  York,  during  the  month  of  June,  303  tons, 
at  $450  per  ton ;  and  in  July,  up  to  and  including  the  10th, 
133  tons,  at  the  same  price.  The  total  price  of  these  supplies 
was  $4,557.70.  Payments  were  made  on  June  23d,  of  $782, 
and  June  30th,  of  $2,858.70,  leaving  a  balance  which  remained 
due  up  to  July  12th,  of  $917.  On  the  last-mentioned  day, 
William  R.  McCuUough,  of  New  York  city,  then  the  owner 
of  the  boat,  made  an  engagement  with  the  libellants'  corpora- 
tion for  further  supplies  of  coaL  The  only  direct  agreement 
proved  was  a  memorandum  in  the  following  words,  written 
by  McCullough,  in  the  books  of  the  libellants : — 

Steamboat  Alida.  I  have  purchased  this  day  of  the  Dela- 
ware and  Hudson  Canal  Company,  five  hundred  tons  of  lump 
coal,  to  be  delivered  at  Rondout,  at  $4.62^  per  gross  ton,  less 
12^  cents  per  ton  for  cash,  to  August  1st  Also,  one  thousand 
tons  of  lump  coal,  to  be  delivered  from  yards  in  New  York, 
at  $5  per  net  ton,  to  be  delivered  by  carts. 

Wm.  B.  McCullouoh. 

New  York,  July  12, 1847. 

From  this  time  the  delivery  of  the  coal  continued  in  the 
manner  practised  theretofore.  On  each  arrival  of  the  boat  in 
New  York  she  received  almost  uniformly  twenty-four  tons  at 
a  time ;  the  smallest  quantity  being  once  twenty  tons,  and 
tile  largest  twenty-five  tons  three  times.  On  August  2d,  the 
sum  of  $1,363.50  was  collected  by  the  Libellants,  and  on 
August  31st,  $2,145k  The  collecting  agent  of  the  libellants 
was  accustomed  to  present  the  biUs  to  McCullough,  through- 
out the  season,  fox  each  month's  delivery  of  coal,  and  he  also 
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used  to  call  a  few  dayB  after  the  presentation  of  the. bills, 
when  he  received  the  payments  as  credited.  Whea  he  pie* 
sented  the  bill  for  September,  McCuUough  promised  to  pay 
the  amount  due  in  a  day  or  two. 

On  Monday,  September  20th,  McCullough  transferred  tiie 
boat  to  another  person  in  trust ;  but  the  custom-house  officers 
refusing  to  register  that  conveyance,  a  regular  bill  of  sale*  to 
E.  Stevenson,  was  executed  on  the  21st,  and  on  the  27th, 
Stevenson  conveyed  her  to  Orvin  Thompson.  The  failure  of 
Stevenson  was  publicly  known  in  the  city  on  the  21st  of  Sep- 
tember. It  was  on  that  day,  also,  that  the  vessel  was  attached 
on  the  libel  filed  in  this  cause. 

The  action  was  now  before  the  Court  for  hearing  on  the 
pleadings  and  proofs,  and  was  heard  at  ihe  same  time  with 
the  action  by  James  O.  Haight  against  the  same  boat,  a  re- 
port of  which  case  immediately  precedes  this. 

Wiliiam  H.  DeForest  and .  S.  P.  Staples^  for  libellants« 

Smith  Sf  Woodward  and  Mr.  Oristy  for  claimants. 

Betts,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  oifered  of  the 
course  of  dealing  between  the  parties  during  the  early  part  of 
the  season  is  proper  and  relevant,  to  show  the  relation  in 
which  the  parties  stood  to  each  other,  and  the  character  of 
their  mutual  dealing,  and  that  it  affords  a  safe  guide  to  the 
intention  and  meaning  of  the  written  memorandum  of  July 
12th.  That  agreement,  as  reduced  to  writing,  most  mani- 
festly does  not  fepresent  the  entire  bargain  and  understand- 
ing between  the  parties.  It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  either 
of  them  contemplated  an  instant  sale  of  fifteen  hundred  tons 
of  coal,  which  the  libellants  could  at  once  deliver  and  compel 
payment,  or  require  payment  in  advance,  or  which  McCnl- 
lough  had  a  right  to  demand,  in  totOj  on  the  signature  of  the 
paper,  or  on  any  day  he  might  designate.  The  obvious  pur* 
pose  of  the  parties  was  to  arrange  the  prices  which  should  be 
paid  for  the  coal,  and  to  fix  the  quantity  which  should  be 
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siqqilied  at  those  prices,  and  accordiogly  a  mere  note,  or 
memorandom  waa  made  of  those  particulaw,  leaving  the 
mode  of  sopply,  in  respect  to  time,  amonnt,  &c^  to  continue 
as  theretofore.  A  stipulation  between  vendor  and  vendee, 
CBonmstaBced  as  these  parties  were,  if  intended  to  contain  the 
whole  contract,  would  naturally,  if  not  necessarily,  define 
with  precision  the  rights  and  obligations  of  each  under  It, 
specifying  the  j^eriods  and  quantities  of  delivery,  and  the 
tcsms  of  payment  The  parties  to  this  agreement  had  been, 
at  its  date,  engaged  in  dealing  together  for  more  than  three 
mcoths,  io  the  very  matter  to  which  the  agreement  related, 
and  they  both  perfectly  understood  the  general  usage  of  that 
blanch  of  trade,  and  their  own  respective  means  and  wants. 
The  libellants  knew  that  McCuUough  was  running  a  day 
boat  on  the  riv«r,  which  consumed  more  than  twenty  tons  of 
coal  on  each  trip ;  and  McCullongh  weU  knew  that  they  had 
command  of  the  loel  usually  required  and  obtained  for  the  use 
of  steamboats,  and  there  was  an  established  usage  between 
them  to  furnish  and  receive  a  daily  supply  at  the  current 
market  prices,  payable  on  delivery.  Both  were  willing  to 
make  an  arrangement  which  should  relieve  this  trade  between 
them  £rom  the  uncertainty  of  price  to  which  eoal  is  subject  in 
the  general  market,  and  which  the  proofs  show  had  occurred 
within  the  previous  three  months,  to  the  advantage  and  dis- 
advantage of  each,  compared  with  the  standard  adopted  in 
the  agreement.  Thus  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
agreement  was  made  have  a  most  important  bearing  in  deter- 
mining the  actual  intention  of  the  parties,  if  the  Court  is  not 
required,  in  determining  that  construction,  to  lay  out  of  view 
efcry  thing  extraneous  to  the  writing  itself. 

it  is  very  clear,  upon  the  authorities,  that  this  agreement, 
bdng  manifestly  incomplete  and  intended  to  define  not  the 
entire  contract  but  only  one  or  two  of  its  terms,  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  and  especially  the  previous  course  of  deal- 
ing between  the  parties  may  be  resorted  to,  in  order  to  supply 
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those  parts  of  the  contract  which  are  sot  within  tbe  scope  of 
the  memoranduni,  as  well  as  in  determining  tbe  sense  of  un- 
certain or  ambiguoas  words.  Had  this  writing  been  a  formal 
obligation  under  seal,  the  circumstances  in  proof  might  rigblr 
fally  be  noticed  in  ascertaining  the  meaning  of  the  parties ; 
and  a  mere  parol  memorandum,  not  amounting  to  a  complete 
agreement,  can  incontestably  be  construed  with  reference  to 
extraneous  facts  which  tend  to  determine  the  motives  and 
intentions  governing  its  adoption.  Thus  it  is  said  that  tbe 
rule  which  forbids  the  admission  of  parol  evidence  to  contrap 
diet  or  vary  the  terms  of  a  written  instrument,  is  directed  only 
against  the  admission  of  any  other  evidence  of  the  language 
employed  by  the  parties  making  the  contract  than  that  which 
is  furnished  by  the  writing  itself.  But  the  i^ting  may  be 
read  by  the  light  of  surrounding  circumstances,  in  order  moie 
perfectly  to  understand  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  parties. 
1  GreenlEv.  §§  275,277,287,288;  ChUty  on  CotUr.2A,25\ 
7  Meic.  583. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  this  State,  in  1815,  in  McM illen  v* 
Vanderlip,  (12  Johns.  R.  165,)  held  that  the  rule  governing 
the  construction  of  contracts  ought  to  be  discharged  of  all 
subtlety,  and  that  they  should  be  expounded  according  to  the 
real  intention  of  the  parties.  So,  in  South  Carolina,  it  is  dis- 
tinctly held  that  loose  memoranda,  not  containing  a  complete 
agreement,  are  open  to  explanation  by  parol  proof.  Stone  v^ 
Wilson,  3  Brev.  288.  So,  in  Missouri,  the  Court  holds  the 
rule  to  be  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  time, 
place,  and  manner  of  performing  a  written  contract  which  is 
silent  upon  those  subjects.  Benson  v.  Peebles,  5  JIfo.  R.  132^ 
So,  also,  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  The  Farmers^ 
and  Manufacturers'  Bank,  (23  Wend.  419,)  admitted  parol  evi- 
dence where  the  agreement  was  in  writing,  to  show  the  natore 
of  the  transaction,  and  the  object  and  purpose  of  the  parties. 

The  case  of  Potter  i;.  Hopkins,  (25  Wend.  417,)  decided  in 
the  New  York  Supreme  Court,  in  1841,  is  s^  clear  authority 
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upon  this  point.  In  that  case,  the  contract  between  the  par- 
ties was  origiDally  in  parol,  but  was  in  part  expressed  in  a 
receipt  given  for  the  first  payment  made  under  the  agreement. 
The  receipt  being  put  in  evidence  on  the  trial,  an  objection 
was  taken,  that  tiie  party  conld  not  be  allowed  to  prove  the 
previons  parol  agreement,  because  such  proof  amounted  to 
the  contradiction  of  the  writing ;  but  the  Court  held  that  the 
mstrument  in  question  did  not  purport,  on  its  face,  to  be  a 
complete  arrangement  between  the  parties,  but  was  obviously 
given  as  an  acknowledgment  of  part  execution  of  a  contract, 
refenring  to  some  of  its  terms.  It  was  held  that  the  instru* 
meat  was  binding  as  far  as  it  went,  but  that,  as  to  such  parts 
of  the  contract  as  were  not  embraced  within  the  writing,  parol 
evidence  was  admissible.  There  are  many  other  cases  which 
sosjaun  this  doctrine.  See  Hunt  v.  Adams,  6  Mass.  K  519 ; 
Barker  v*  Prentice,  Jb.  434 ;  McCuUogh  v,  Girard,  4  Wash, 
C.  C  JS.  2S/2 ;  Mead  v.  Steger,  5  Port.  505 ;  Commissioners  v. 
McCalmont,  3  Perm.  R.  492 ;  Sharp  v.  Lipsey,  2  BaiL  113 ; 
Knapp  V.  Harnen,  1  Oale^  47 ;  Reay  v.  Richardson,  2  Crompt. 
JK  if  12.  427 ;  Ingram  v.  Lee,  2  Campb.  521 ;  Hall  v.  Mott, 
Braift.  81 ;  Tisdale  v.  Harris,  28  Pick.  12. 

The  case  of  Jeffrey  v.  Walton,  (1  Sta^k.  167,)  is  perhaps 
more  analogous  to  that  now  before  the  Court  than  either  of 
those  yet  mentioned.  That  case  was  assumpsit  for  damages 
received  by  a  horse  hired  by  the  defendant  from  the  plaintiff. 
At  the  time  of  the  hiring  the  plaintiff  told  the  defendant^ 
agent,  who  applied  for  the  horse,  that  if  he  took  him  on  hire 
he  must  be  liable  for  all  accidents.  The  agent  engaged  the 
horse  on  this  condition,  and  the  following  memorandum  of 
the  terms  was  made  in  writing : — 

•*  %x  weeks,  at  two  gaineas. 

«  William  Walton,  Jnn." 

The  oounael  for  the  defendant  contended  on  the  trial,  that 
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tlus  memarandnm  was  to  be  considered  as  the  real  contract 
between  the  parties,  having  been  made  according  to  the  evi- 
dence immediately  upon  the  close  of  the  agreement,  and  that 
it  was  not  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  engraft  upon  it  a  fur- 
ther term  by  means  of  parol  evidenoe.  And,  consequently, 
that  tills  was  nothing  more  than  an  ordinary  case  of  hiring,  in 
which  accidents  of  this  nature  were  to  be  borne  by  the  person 
who  let  the  horse.  But  Lord  Ellenborough  said :  ^  The  writ- 
ten agreement  merely  regulates  the  time  of  hiring  and  tiie 
rate  of  payment,  and  I  shall  not  allow  any  evidence  to  be 
given  by  the  plaintiiF  in  contradiction  of  these  terms ;  but  I 
am  of  opinion  that  it  is  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  g^ve  in 
evidence  suppletory  matter  as  a  part  of  the  agreement," 

In  my  judgment,  therefore,  this  memorandum,  if  read  in 
view  of  the  proofs  in  the  case,  did -not  in  any  way  vary  ihc 
relation  of  the  parties  in  their  dealings  in  the  matter,  except- 
ing in  respect  to  the  prices  chargeable  for  the  coal.  The 
libellants  were  bound  under  it  to  deliver  the  coal  as  before, 
from  time  to  time  when  it  might  be  demanded,  and  only  ifi 
the  quantities  required  at  each  time ;  and  McCuUough  was 
bound  to  pay  for  each  parcel  of  coal  on  delivery.  Each  de- 
livery created  a  debt  to  the  value  of  the  coal  delivered,  and 
that  debt  was  payable  immediately.  The  acts  of  the  parties 
after  tiie  agreement  are,  moreover,  fully  in  accordance  with 
this  exposition  of  their  meaning,  derived  from  their  previootf 
lauige.  Coal  was  supplied  to  the  boat  at  each  trip,  and  only 
enough  to  meet  her  consumption  on  the  run.  The  bills  were 
rendered  as  they  previously  had  been,  and  coUections  vnste 
niade  upon  them  as  being  then  due  and  payable.  It  is  plain 
that  McCullough  so  understood  the  rights  of  libellants  and 
his  own  obligations,  because  he  promised  their  collector,  in 
September,  to  make  inmiediate  payment  of  the  balance  in 
arrear. 

It  appears  to  me,  also,  that  the  words  themselves  of  the 
memorandum  may  reasonably  be  considered  to  coincide  with 
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this  interpretation,  coUeoted  from  the  course  of  dealing  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  that  they  by  no  meane  import  a  con- 
tract of  sale  of  fifteen  hundred  tons  of  coal  as  an  entirety. 

Five  hundred  tons  are  deliverable  at  Rondont,  at  $4,629  P^ 
ton,  le9s  12j  cents  per  ton  for  cash,  to  the  1st  of  August. 
This  latter  provision  fairly  implies  an  understanding  that  a 
part  only  of  the  stipulated  quantity  might  probably  be  called 
for  before  August.  It  seems  to  me  the  meaning  to  be 
attached  to  the  clause,  construing  the  memorandum  by  itself 
alone,  is  that  whatever  part  of  the  five  hundred  tons  McCul- 
lough  chose  to  take  from  Rondout,  between  July  12th  and 
August  1st,  be  should  receive  at  04.50  per  ton,  paying  cash  on 
delivery,  while  that  taken  afterward  should  be  at  04.62^  per 
ton ;  and  that,  consequently,  it  was  at  his  option  to  order  the 
whole  or  none  on  the  lower  terms.  There  is  no  indication  in 
the  memorandum  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  libellants  to 
make  immediate  delivery,  or  that  they  had  a  right  to  deliver 
the  whole  five  hundred  tons  at  their  election  immediately  after 
the  signature  of  the  Agreement. 

The  one  thousand  tons  contracted  for  in  New  York  were 
to  be  delivered  from  the  yards  and  in  carts.  This  manifestly 
contemplates  a  delivery  in  parcels,  and  at  distinct  times.  If 
lump' coal  from  yards  is  an  article  different  from  and  superior 
to  coal  brought  to  markft  in  barges  and  in  bulk,  and  the  con- 
tract can  only  be  satisfied  by  supplying  coal  of  that  descrip- 
tion, there  could  still  be  no  reason  for  defining  the  method  for 
transportation  other  than  this,  that  the  understanding  between 
the  parties  contemplated  the  furnishing  the  coal  in  small  lots 
when  called  for,  according  to  the  known  usage  of  the  trade, 
aad  the  particular  wants  of  the  libellants. 

I  should  have  no  d^cuity,  accordingly,  in  holding  the 
agreement,  even  as  evidenced  by  the  memorandum  itself,  to 
be  that  the  libellants  should  furnish  the  stipulated  quantity 
of  coal  as  it  might  be  ordered  by  McCuUough,  and  that  they 
were  entitled  to  payment  upon  each  order  as  it  was  fulfilled. 

VOL.  I.  16 
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The  cases  cited  to  show  that  this  contract  must  be  con- 
strued as  an  entire  one,  under  which  the  libellants  had  no 
right  to  demand  any  payment  from  McCullough,  withonl; 
showing  either  full  performance  on  their  part  or  a  legal  excuse 
for  non-performance,  do  not,  in  my  opinion,  exclude  the  con- 
struction which  I  have  placed  upon  the  memorandum.  In  Mo- 
Millen  v,  Vanderlip,  already  cited,  (12  Johns.  165,)  the  plaintiff 
had  hired  for  ten  and  a  half  months,  under  an  agreement  to 
receive  wages  upon  a  certain  mode  of  computation,  based  upon 
the  amount  of  work  done  by  him ;  and  he  left  his  employer  be^ 
fore  the  completion  of  the  term  agreed  for.  The  Court  held 
that  the  engagement  of  the  plaintiff  to  work  out  the  whole 
period  was  a  condition  precedent,  necessary  to  be  performed 
before  the  defendant  could  be  held  liable  for  his  w«ages.  The 
principle  of  that  decision  does  not,  however,  reach  this  case, 
for  here  is  no  agreement  to  deliver  the  whole  fifteen  hundred  - 
tons  of  coal  before  the  price  is  payable.  The  analogy  would 
have  been  a  strong  one  had  the  stipulation  been  to  deliver  the 
fifteen  hundred  tons  at  or  within  a  certain  time,  and  for  a 
specified  amount  of  money,  in  gross  or  per  ton.  The  case  of 
Champlin  v.  Rowley,  (18  WetuL  187,)  was  an  analogous  case 
to  McMillen  v.  Vanderlip,  and  the  decision  there  was  only 
that  an  agreement  to  deliver  a  particular  amount  of  bay;  at  a 
given  time,  must  be  performed  enti^ly,  or  that  no  liability 
upon  it  accrued  to  the  vendor  against  the  purchaser. 

The  case  of  Waddington  v.  Oliver,  (5  Bos.  Sf  P.  61,)  w^  a 
case  of  like  description.  The  agreement  there  was  to  deliver 
a  hundred  bags  of  hops  before  the  first  of  January.  A  part 
were  delivered  in  December,  and  immediate  payment  fo^  them 
was  demanded,  and  on  refusal  to  pay,  suit  was  brought  for 
their  value  forthwith.  It  was  held  that  the  action  would  not 
lie  for  two  reasons :  first,  because  the  plaintiff  bad  not  per- 
formed the  whole  of  his  contract ;  and  second,  because  the 
time  in  which  the  contract  was  to  be  completed  on  both  ^des, 
had  not  arrived  when  the  suit  was  commenced.     The  Su- 
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pteme  Court  of  this  State  held,  in  McMillen  v.  Vanderlip, 
that  the  first  reason  is  a  legal  and  satisfactory  one.  It  is 
manifest,  however,  that  the  agreement  in  that  case  stipulated 
for  a  complete  execution  upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  by  a 
given  day,  and  accordingly  gave  an  element  of  entirety  to  the 
contract  which  is  not  found  in  the  one  now  before  the  Court.^ 
The  contract  in  the  present  case  is  destitute  of  that  ingre- 
dient There  is  no  time  stipulated  at  or  within  which  the 
coal  must  be  delivered,  either  at  the  beginning  or  close  of  the 
aeason,  or  "within  one  or  several  seasons.  That  circumstance, 
it  seems  to  me^  is  significant  to  show  that  the  parties  never 
contemplated  a  purchase  or  sale  of  fifteen  hundred  tons  of 
eoal  as  an  entirety*  That  would  have  placed  the  purchaser 
who  required  a  daily  supply  of  fuel  sufficient  for  bis  boat, 
quite  at  the  discretion  of  the  vendors,  who  would  be  in  no 
Way  bound  to  farnish  it  with  reference  to  the  wants  of  the 
boat,  but  might  follow  their  own  convenience.  And,  accord- 
ingly, to  uphold  and  carry  into  effect  the  plain  meaning  of 
both  parties,  the  memorandum  must  be  regarded  as  fixing 
only  that  term  of  the  contract  which  was  loose  and  indefinite 
before,  namely,  the  price  to  be  paid ;  and  all  else  must  be 
regarded  as  intended  to  be  left  upon  its  former  footing.  If  the 
memorandum  imports  an  entire  agreement,  then  the  libellants 
conld  rightfully  perform  the  whole  at  once,  (except,  perhaps, 
delivering  the  five  hundred  tons  at  Rondout,)  and  as  no  time 
was  fixed  for  the  delivery,  they  might  have  elected  to  make  it 
ftiler  the  navigation  of  the  river  had  closed  for  the  season,  and 
indeed  without  any  reference  to  the  wants  of  the  boat  during 
the  season.  No  Court  would  close  its  eyes  to  the  manifest 
pmpose  of  the  parties  in  the  agreement,  and  to  all  the  con- 


1  The  cases  upon  the  genei^^l  subject  of  the  dependence  or  independence 
of  eontracts,  may  be  found  examined  in  the  note  of  Sergeant  Williams  to 
hten  0.  Opie,  (3  Wms.  Saundn  352,  n.  3,)  and  in  the  note  of  Mr.  Wendell 
to  the  case  of  Champlin  v.  Rowley,  (IS  Wend.  194.) 
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comitant  facts  tending  to  establish  that  purpose,  so  as  to  sus- 
tain a  mode  of  execution  which  might  wholly  subvert  its 
object,  and  the  motives  of  the  parties  making  it  If,  then, 
under  the  general  phraseology  of  the  memorandnm,  there  is 
to  be  implied,  in  behalf  of  McCullough,  a  right  only  to  the 
delivery  of  coal  when  ordered,  because  that  construction  only 
is  consonant  with  the  relations  of  the  parties  and  the  plain 
object  of  the  bargain,  though  not  expressed  upon  its  face,  the 
like  reason  exacts  in  behalf  of  the  libellants  that  the  implica- 
tion should  be  raised  to  protect  them,  in  parting  with  so  large 
an  amount  of  property,  from  being  compeUed  to  rely  solely 
on  the  personal  credit  of  the  purchaser — an  obligation  not 
assumed  by  them  in  the  agreement,  and  which  had  never 
attended  similar  transactions  between  the  parties. 

These  views  in  relation  to  the  memorandum  rest  upon  the 
assumption  that  it  is  to  be  regarded  a  contract  on  the  part  of 
McCullough,  and  as  thus  creating,  by  implication,  corres- 
ponding engagements  on  the  part  of  the  libellants,  so  as  to 
have  the  same  effect  as  if  it  expressed  a  stipulation  by  them 
to  deliver  to  him  five  hundred  tons  of  coal  at  Rondout,  and 
one  thousand  tons  at  their  yards  tn  New  York. 

But  the  circumstance  should  not  be  overlooked,  that  the 
memorandum  may  reasonably  be  understood  as  no  more  than 
an  admission  on  the  part  of  McCullough,  that  he  had  pur- 
chased such  a  quantity  of  coal  at  the  prices  stipulated  ;  and 
as  not  meant  to  fix  the  terms  of  his  contract  beyond  that, 
much  less  to  regulate  the  manner  of  performance  on  the  part 
of  the  vendors.  He  takes  no  assurance  or  engagement  from 
them.  There  is  not  the  mutuality  essential  to  a  contract  to 
render  it  obligatory  to  both  parties.  Chitty  on  Contr.  3, 108. 
And  this  admission  of  purchase  by  him,  not  asserting  any 
condition  of  credit  or  entire  fulfilment  of  the  sale  by  the  vend- 
ors, would  place  him  on  the  footing  of  an  ordinary  purchaser, 
who  is  bound  to  pay  for  the  article  bought  on  its  delivery. 
Cam.  on  Contr.  182.     So  he  understood  his  own  obligation, 


FEBRUARY,  1848.  18$ 

The  Alida. 

and  both  parties  having  throughout  acted  upon  that,  as  the 
true  meaning  and  design  of  their  anfangement,  and  it  being 
no  iray  inconsistent  with  what  is  stated  in  the  memorandum^ 
I  bek)  that  the  libellants  were  entitled  to  demand  payment  on 
each  delivery  of  the  several  lotd  or  quantities  of  coal  ordered 
by  McCuUough. 

A  steamboat  is  subject  to  a  lien  under  the  State  statute  for 
faei  furnished  her  for  the  purposes  of  her  navigation.  2  Rev. 
SUU$.  493,  f  1.  In  the  ease  of  Johnson  v.  The  Steamboat 
Sandusky,  (5  WemL  510,)  which  was  decided  in  the  New 
YoA.  Supreme  Court,  in  October,  1830,  it  was  held  that  a^ 
pttty  who  had  furnished  wood  to  a  steamboat,  to  be  used  as 
fuel  for  the  purpose  of  propelling  her,  was  not  entitied  to  a 
lien  therefor.  The  supplies  contemplated  by  the  act,  it  was 
81^  <^  must  be  such  as  enter  into  the  construction  or  equip- 
ment of  the  vessel  and  become  part  of  her,  and  not  such  atti-^ 
des  as  are  daily  consumed  and  constantiy  replaced.  They 
nmst  be  such  as  go  towards  the  buildings  repairing^  ft^^l^i 
fmmishing  and  equippifn^  a  vesseL"  That  case  was  decided 
mder  the  aet  of  1817.  In  the  case  of  Crooke  v.  Slack,  (20 
Wend.  177,)  the  same  Ck)urt  held .  that  the  word  "  $Urre$  " 
introduced  into  the  Revised  Statutes  on  the  subject,  embraced 
foel  furnished  to  a  steamboat  as  a  particular  now  entitied  to 
a  hen.  This  Court,  in  the  case  of  the  Steamboat  Fanny^ 
(decided  in  February  Term,  1841,)  followed  the  construction 
of  the  statute  given  by  the  State  Court  in  the  case  of  the 
Sandusky,  although  not  satisfied  with  that  exposition.  I  now 
readily  conform  to  the  later  interpretation  of  the  statute  by 
the  loeal  Court,  without  inquiring  whether  there  is  any  essen* 
tifd  difference  in  the  provimons  of  the  two  statutes. 

The  Ken,  however,  upon  the  jurinciples  laid  down  in  the 
easel  of  Haight  v.  The  Alida,^  heard  at  the  same  term  with 
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this  cause,  is  available  to  the  libeUants  to  the  extent  of  sncb 
amount  of  coal  only  as  was  delivered  to  McCulloagb  within 
twelve  days  before  this  suit  was  brought  and  after  the  depart* 
ure  of  the  boat  on  her  regular  trip  to  New  York.  This  would 
include  the  coal  delivered  from  September  9th  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  being  one  hundred  and  twenty  tons, 
at  five  dollars  per  ton,  amounting  to  (600.  For  the  residue 
of  the  quantity  delivered  the  libellajits  have  lost  their  remedy 
against  the  boat. 

It  is  contended  for  the  claimants,  that  any  lien  which  might 
have  existed  for  the  balance  of  $600  is  discharged ;  because, 
by  the  act,  it  arises  at  the  time  the  debt  is  contracted,  and 
within  the  purport  of  the  statute  the  debt  was  contracted 
on  the  12th  of  July,  after  which  day  the  boat  continued  to  de- 
part from  New  York  for  the  port  of  Albany  every  alternate 
day,  until  September  21st,  following,  and  a  period  exceeding 
twelve  days  after  every  such  departure  had  elapsed  before  the 
institution  of  this  suit. 

It  is  manifest  that  the  provision  of  the  statute  has  relation 
to  subsisting  debts  due  and  payable  for  supii^es,  materials, 
and  labor  furnished  vessels,  and  not  to  initiatory  and  execu- 
tory bargains  out  of  which  a  debt  may  arise.  A  different 
construction  of  the  statute  would  subvert  the  whole  purpose 
and  policy  of  the  privilege,  which  is  intended  to  give  security 
for  labor  and  materials  actually  furnished  to  vessels,  and  not 
to  the  mere  contract  or  stipulation  to  supply  them.  These 
contracts  are,  probably,  in  most  instances,  entered  into  in 
anticipation  of  the  time  when  the  vessel  is  to  receive  the 
repairs  or  supplies,  and  she  often  continues  her  business,  leav- 
ing the  port  where  the  contract  is  made  and  returning  again, 
until  the  period  arrives  for  its  fulfilment.  The  anchors,  spars, 
rigging,  cables,  sails,  &c.,  which  she  requires,  must  often  be 
in  course  of  preparation  by  the  furnishers,  under  their  con- 
tracts, for  considerable  periods  of  time,  during  which  she 
awaits  their  completion  or  pursues  her  employment     After 
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ahe  has  received  supplies,  under  such  circnmstances,  to  hold 
her  discharged  from  liability  on  the  ground  that  more  than 
twelve  days  had  elapsed  after  her  departure  from  the  port 
since  the  contract  was  entered  into,  would  render  the  assur- 
ance  held  out  by  the  act  to  creditors  a  sheer  delusion.  I  can- 
not perceive  the  slightest  color  for  such  interpretation  of  its 
enactments.^ 

The  cases  cited  upon  the  argument  in  support  of  that  con- 
struction, (Moss  V.  Oakley,  2  HUl^  265 ;  Moss  v.  McCuUough, 
5  lb.  131,)  relate  to  subjects  widely  different  and  distinct  in 
principle  from  this  class  of  liens  or  charges,  and  have  very 
dight,  if  any,  analogy  to  the  point  in  controversy  here.  They 
apply  to  the  obligation  of  a  stockholder  in  an  incorporated 
company  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  company,  contracted  whilst 
he  is  a  corporator,  and  only  touch  this  case  in  so  far  as  the 
inquiry  when  a  contract  is  considered  in  law  to  be  made  and 
obligatory.  The  act  of  incorporation  in  those  cases  made 
every  stockholder  liable* for  debts  incurred  by  the  corporate 
body  while  he  was  a  stockholder.  Those  cases  were  claimed 
to  fall  within  the  purview  of  the  statute ;  and  in  each  the 
Court  decided  that  the  debts  sued  for  had  been  contracted  by 
the  corporation  within  the  period  the  defendants  were  stock- 
holders. The  first  case  turned  upon  a  question  of  pleading, 
— whether  it  was  necessary  to  aver  that  suit  had  been  brought 
while  the  defendant  remained  a  stockholder,  and  the  other 
upon  the  efiect  of  a  judgment  obtained  against  the  company, 
as  evidence  to  charge  an  individual  stockholder  with  the  debt 
The  principle  involved  in  that  statute,  as  expounded  by  the 
Court  was,  that  the  stockholder  was  surety  for  all  debts  of 


^  The  same  yiew  vrea  taken  by  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals,  in  Velt- 
man  v.  Thompson,  (3  Comst.  438.)  It  was  held,  on  the  authority  of  the  de- 
cision in  our  text,  (which  was  cited  in  MSS.,)  that  *'The  statute  has  relation 
to  a  subsisting  debt  for  supplies,  materials  or  labor  furnished  vessels,  and  not 
to  the  initiatory  bargain  out  of  which  the  debt  may  arise." 
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the  company^  and  that  of  course  his  tiability  would  attaeb 
conounently  with  that  of  the  company  at  the  time  the  debt 
was  contracted.  But  neither  case  turns  upon  the  point,  mr 
even  adverts  to  it,  whether  conditional  contracts,  before  fulfit 
meat  of  the  ccmdition  on  the  part  of  the  creditor,  come  within. 
the  privilege^  That  question  could  hardly  become  a  practical 
one  under  that  statute. 

It  has  been  already  sufficiently  shown  that  no  debt  sub- 
sMted  hgainst  MeCuUough  on  his  undertaking  until  the  libel' 
lants  had  delivered  coal  to  him ;  the  liability  of  the  boat  is 
incident  and  consequent  only  to  the  debt  when  it  has  been 
thus  created  and  perfected.  This  was  so  in  this  case^  oil 
September  31, 1847,  for  the  value  of  the  quantity  delivared 
that  day. 

Deeree  for  the  Hbellants  for  (600,  and  interest  firom  that 
day,  and  costs  to  be  taxed. 


Manning  v.  Hoover. 

A  shipper  of  a  carg;o  of  grain  who  takes  no  bill  of  lading  iVom  the  carrier,  is  boiiftd, 
in  an  action  bronght  to  recover  for  short  delivery,  to  prove  the  amonnt  delivered 
by  him  to  the  carrier  to  be  transported. 

A  variance  between  the  amount  of  a  cargo  of  grain  as  stated  in  the  measurer's  bill 
in  lading  it  on  board,  and  the  amount  of  snch  cargo  as  ascertained  on  delivery  at 
the  port  of  consignment,  may  be  explained  by  showing  that  the  mode  of  isoer- 
taining  the  quantity  is  such  that  similar  variations  an  necessarily  of  freqneat 
occurrence.^ 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam,  by  Still  Manning  against 
Norman  C.  Hoover,  owner  of  the  sloop  Comet,  to  recover 
damages  for  non-performance  of  a  contract  of  affreight- 
lAent. 


^  Compare  the  ease  of  Manchester  v,  Milne,  wite,  158. 
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It  appeared,  in  this  case,  that  the  libellant  was  the  owner 
of  1857  bushels  of  com,  and  76  bushels  of  wheat,  stored  at 
the  city  of  Brooklyn.  The  defendant  contracted  to  carry  the 
grain  in  his  sloop  to  the  city  of  New  York,  at  a  specified  price 
per  bushel.  He  received  the  corn  on  board  his  vessel,  and 
was  paid  freight  for  the  whole  quantity ;  but  the  quantity 
actually  delivered  by  him  at  New  York,  as  there  measured 
by  weight,  was  only  1759  bushels,  24  lbs.,  thus  leaving  a 
deficiency  of  97  bushels ;  to  recover  for  which  this  action  was 
brought. 

The  defence  was,  that  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
ibe  loss  was  to  be  attributed,  not  to  any  default  on  the  part 
of  the  Tessel,  but  to  inaccuracy  of  measurement,  and  to  waste 
necessarily  incidental  to  the  lading  and  unlading  of  such  a 
cargo.  The  evidence  upon  this  point  is  fcdly  stated  in  the 
opinion. 

D.  McMahon^  Jr.,  for  libellant. 

L  It  is  unnecessary  for  the  libellant  to  show  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  carrier.  It  is  sufficient  to  show  the  shipment 
of  a  certain  quantity,  and  it  is  for  the  carrier  to  show  either 
a  complete  delivery  or  an  excuse  by  vis  major.  He  is  liable 
for  all  thefts,  robberies,  and  embezzlements  by  any  of  the 
crew,  or  by  any  other  person,  although  he  may  have  exer- 
cised every  possible  vigilance  to  prevent  the  loss ;  {Story  on 
BaUm,  528 :)  and  the  mere  fact  that  the  owner  or  his  servants 
go  with  the  goods,  if  the  other  circumstances  of  the  case  do 
not  exclude  the  custody  of  the  carrier,  will  not  of  itself  exempt 
him  from  responsibility.  Storp  on  Bailm.  533. 
^IL  The  master  and  owners  of  a  ship  are  responsible  for  the 
goods  which  they  have  undertaken  to  carry,  if  stolen  or  em- 
bezzled by  the  crew,  or  any  other  person,  though  no  fault  or 
negligence  may  be  imputable  to  them.  Schieifelin  v.  Harvey, 
6  Johns.  170. 

III.  The  master  and  owners  of  vessels  who  undertake  to 
carry  goods  for  hire  are  liable  as  common  carriers,  whether 
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the  transportation  be  from  port  to  port  within  the  8tate,  or 
beyond  sea,  at  home  or  abroad ;  and  they  are  answerable  as 
well  by  the  marine  law  as  the  common  law,  for  all  loss  not 
arising  from  inevitable  accident,  or  such  as  coold  not  be  fore- 
seen or  prevented.  Elliott  v.  Russell,  10  Johns.  1 ;  Kemp  fr. 
Coughtry,  11  lb.  107 ;  McArthur  v.  Sears,  21  Wend.  190- 

IV.  Where  the  goods  are  embezzled  or  lost  during  the  voy- 
age, the  master  is  bound  to  answer  for  the  value  of  the  goods 
missing,  according  to  the  clear  net  value  of  goods  of  like  kind 
and  quantity  at  the  port  of  delivery.  Watkinson  v.  Laugh- 
ton,  8  Johns.  213. 

V.  If  freight  be  paid  in  advance,  and  the  goods  be  not  car- 
ried by  reason  of  any  event  not  imputable  to  the  shipper,  it 
may  be  recovered  back.     Watson  t^.  Duykinck,  3  Johns.  355. 

VI.  In  an  action  for  the  non-delivery  of  goods,  pursuant  to 
a  contract  of  affireightment,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the 
value  of  the  goods  at  the  port  of  destination,  but  without 
interest,  unless  there  has  been  fraud  or  misconduct  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  Amory  v.  McGregor,  15  Johns. 
24,38. 

Betts,  J.  Assuming  the  subject-matter  of  this  action  to 
be  within  the  cognizance  of  this  Court,  the  question  upon  the 
merits  is  whether  the  respondent  is  chargeable  for  the  quan- 
tity of  grain  represented  in  the  bill  of  measurement  to  have 
been  delivered  on  board  his  vessel  for  transportation. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  respondent  had  no  agency  in 
measuring  or  weighing  the  grain  when  put  on  board,  or  at  its 
tinladjng  and  delivery.  The  libellant  employed  his  cr^ 
agents  to  transact  that  business  at  each  end  of  the  voyage 
The  owners  of  the  store  where  the  grain  was  on  storage 
would  not  permit  the  measurer  employed  by  the  libellant  ib 
make  the  weight  or  measure  of  the  com ;  their  derk  meaff> 
ured  it  and  kept  his  own  tally,  and  by  his  certificate  or  return 
of  weight  and  measure  it  appeared  that  there  wad  pot  oil 
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board  the  lightei  the  quantity  in  bushels  claimed  by  the 
libellant. 

The  statute  of  this  State  fixes  the  legal  capacity  of  the 
bushel  by  measurement,  (1  Rev.  Stats,  2d  ed.  621,  §  19,)  and 
the  weight  of  corn  which  shall  constitute  a  bushel  at  fifty-six 
.pounds.  lb.  §  40*  The  contract  for  the  carriage  of  this  cargo 
was  by  the  bushel.  No  bill  of  lading  appears  to  have  been 
executed,  but  the  certificate  or  account  rendered  by  the  ware- 
houseman of  the  quantity  of  corn  delivered  to»the  vessel  was 
accepted  and  acted  upon  as  accurate  by  the  parties,  in  paying 
and  receiving  the  freight  for  its  transportation. 

The  method  commonly  pursued  in  this  port  by  dealers  in 
grain  for  ascertaining  the  quantity,  (and  which  was  adopted 
substantially  in  this  case,)  is  to  measure  it  in  a  half-bushel  by 
tale,  tallying  at  each  count  of  five  measures,  and  to  weigh  one 
measure  out  of  ten  tallies,  or  one  bushel  out  of  every  hundred 
measured,  or  other  assumed  proportion.  The  multiplication 
of  the  sum  of  the  tales  by  fifty-six  is  assumed  to  show  the 
quantity  of  bushels  contained  in  the  mass.  The  warehouse- 
man refused  in  this  case  to  permit  the  corn  to  be  measured 
and  weighed  by  any  person  except  his  own  weighers.  The 
libellant  employed  a  measurer  of  grain  to  attend  for  him  at 
the  warehouse  where  this  grain  was  stored  and  see  to  its  de- 
livery. He  was  present,  and  overlooked  the  tallies  of  the 
measures  and  weights  as  they  were  taken  firom  the  n^asur- 
ers  and  entered  by  the  clerk  of  the  warehouse,  during  the 
delivery  of  four  or  five  hundred  bushels,  and  saw  that  they 
were  correctly  stated  by  him.  The  residue  of  the  delivery 
was  made  by  the  warehouseman  alone. 

The  cargo  was  also  unladen  at  New  York,  from  the  lighter, 
under  the  superintendence  of  the  libellant's  agents  only. 

It  is  fully  proved  that  this  compound  method  of  measure- 
ment never  works  out  a  perfect  concurrence  in  the  two  results. 
There  is  invariably  a  difference  between  the  quantity  given 
by  the  tales  of  measurement  and  the  product  in  weight  so 
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obtained,  at  times  amounting  to  an  important  per  centage, 
but  more  usually  not  exceeding  about  five  per  c^nt.  The 
evidence  discloses  several  cases  of  that  difference*  The  grain 
is  shovelled  into  the  measpre  by  laborers,  and  then  a  meas- 
urer strikes  or  evens  the  measure.  When  the  grain  is  thrown 
in  heavily  by  the  shoveller,  or  -  is  shaken  strongly  or  evened 
loosely  by  the  measurer  in  striking,  the  weight  of  the  foil 
measure  will  be  augmented,  as  will  the  measured  dimension 
of  the  mass  be  diminished,  and  consequently,  the  tale  line  of 
the  return  will  be  reduced,  as  it  may  be  unduly  increased  by 
an  opposite  irregularity  in  filling  the  measure.  A  difference 
of  but  one  pound  weight  to  a  bushel,  by  either  mode  of 
manipulation,  would  create  a  variance  in  the  computation  of 
1800  bushels,  charged  as  delivered,  of  over  thirty  bushels 
in  actual  quantity,  not  participated  in  mutually  by  vendcnr 
and  vendee,  but  operating  exclusively  to  the  advantage  of 
one  alone.  These  differences  are  usually  made  to  harmonize 
by  pound  allowances  or  estimates,  and  that  method  may  be 
fair  enough  where  both  parties  have  been  present  at  the 
weighing  and  measuring ;  but  it  is  governed  by  no  rules  or 
data  capable  of  securing  certainty,  so  as  to  constitute  it  a 
safe  law  to  be  enforced  against  a  stranger  to  the  process. 

The  enumeration  of  bushels  in  this  case  was  obtained  by 
compounding  the  hand-measure  in  half  bushels  of  the  whole 
bulk,  with  the  weight  of  the  several  individual  measures,  and 
the  sum  in  pounds,  so  produced,  determined  the  quantity  of 
bushels  in  the  cargo.  This  method  of  determining  the  quan- 
tity was  acted  upon  by  both  parties  in  fixing  the  amount  of 
freight,  but  is  not  conclusive  between  them  on  the  question 
whether  the  lighterman  delivered  to  the  shipper  the  whole 
quantity  of  grain  received  on  board  the  vessel ;  for  not  only 
the  circumstances  stated  necessarily  lead  to  uncertainty  and 
variations  as  to  quantity  in  every  measurement  made,  bat 
moreover,  a  cargo  loaded  and  discharged  in  the  manner 
adopted  in  this  case  is  subject  to  other  causes  of  wastage 
and  diminution. 
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After  being  weighed  in  the  loft  of  the  store,  it  was,  on  a 
windy  day,  nin  down  to  the  bold  of  the  sloop  in  an  open  pipe 
or  troagb  exposed  to  the  air.  The  evidence  proves  that  by 
tiioa  fanning  *out  the  chaff  and  light  matter,  a  considerable 
diminntion  of  bulk  necessarily  ensues,  and  by  reason  of  this, 
and  of  the  waste  in  shovelling  and  measuring  adverted  to, 
there  -would  almost  unavoidably  be  found  on  delivery  a  differ- 
esice  between  the  amount  returned  as  taken  on  board  and  the 
one  discharged,  even  when  the  same  mode  of  ascertaining 
the  quantity  is  employed  in  both  instances,  and  that  differ- 
ence is  augmented  if  the  measure  alone  is  used  in  one  case 
and  weight  in  the  other.  Some  of  the  witnesses  attempted 
to  make  out  average  computations  of  loss  or  gain  on  these 
heads ;  but  it  is  obvious  that  estimates  so  formed  can  afford 
no  satisfactory  exactness  in  a  given  instance ;  it  must  be 
purely  matter  of  conjecture  whether  under  or  over  five  per 
cent,  would  be  lost 

The  respondent  proved,  by  the  two  men  in  charge  of  his 
vessel,  that  one  of  them  remained  constantly  on  board  the 
vessel  while  the  grain  was  there,  and  that  none  of  it  was 
removed  by  them  or  with  their  knowledge,  except  by  the 
libellant's  agents ;  and  they  testify  that  they  do  not  believe  it 
would  have  been  possible  for  any  to  have  been  taken  out  of 
the  vessel  without  their  knowledge. 

CSonceding  to  the  libellant  the  case  in  the  strongest  form  in 
which  he  places  it,  that  the  respondent,  as  lighterery  stood  in 
the  character  and  assumed  the  liability  of  a  common  carrier, 
and  was  responsible  for  the  whole  quantity  of  grain  put  in 
his  charge,  the  position  must  be  taken  also  with  the  qualifica- 
tion, that  he  must  prove  the  quantity  placed  on  board,  and 
that  less  than  that  quantity  was  delivered  out  to  him.  Both 
the  acts  of  lading  and  unlading  were  his  own,  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  respondent,  and  he  must  prove,  beyond  reasonable 
question,  that  he  did  not  receive  from  the  defendant  all  the 
grain  delivered  on  board  of  his  vessel.    The  evidence  on  his 

VOL.  I.  17 
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part  may  be  primd  facie  sufficient  to  lay  a  foandation  for  the 
presumption  that  such  is  the  fact,  and  that  the  deficiency 
arose  either  from  loss  in  the  transportation  of  the  cargo,  or 
from  its  embezzlement  by  those  in  charge  of  *the  vessel,  or 
from  its  unlawful  abstraction  by  others.  For  losses  of  that 
character  the  respondent  would  be  liable. 

The  testimony,  however,  which  has  been  produced  by  the 
respondent,  removes  all  the  essential  grounds  for  either  pre- 
sumption, and  places  the  case  upon  the  question  of  the  aocu* 
racy  of  the  measurement  in  lading  and  unlading  the  cargo. 

The  case  then  stands  thus : — On  the  supposed  quantity  of 
1857  bushels  of  com,  charged  against  the  respondent,  the 
defendant  has  sustained  a  loss  of  about  97  bushels,  or  over 
five  per  cent,  of  deficiency.  The  measurer  employed  by  the 
libellant  supposes  that  ordinarily  in  loading  grain  by  weight, 
and  delivering  it  by  measure,  the  difference  in  quantity  found 
would  be  very  slight,  and  if  there  were  any,  it  would  be  ordi- 
narily rather  in  favor  of  the  carrier.  The  excess,  he  thinks, 
would  be  about  five  bushels  to  the  thousand.  But  he  says 
that  shovelling  by  hand,  for  the  purpose  of  measurement,  will 
sometimes  make  a  difference  against  the  carrier  of  about  four 
ounces  to  the  bushel,  which  a  little  exceeds  five  per  cent  In 
this  case  he  found  a  difference,  on  delivery,  df  five  bushels, 
between  weight  and  measure.  Another  witness,  a  weigher 
and  measurer  by  occupation,  supposes  that  1800  or  1900 
bushels  of  corn,  shipped  by  weight,  would  usually  deliver  a 
less  amoimt  by  30  bushels,  the  quantity  being  determined  in 
the  same  manner.  If  the  grain  is  loaded  in  a  high  wind,  the 
blowing  out  of  chaff,  he  thinks,  would  lessen  the  measure 
considerably.  He  has  never  found  the  same  quantity  on  re- 
measurement  as  on  the  first  trial;  there  would  always  he 
some  excess  or  deficiency.  As  a  general  rule,  he  should 
expect  that  one  thousand  bushels  loaded  by  weight  would 
deliver  twelve  bushels  more  by  measure.  According  to  his 
experience,  the  mode  of  shovelling  may  easily  make  a  differ- 
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ence  of  one  pound  or  more  to  the  bushel.  A  third  witnessy 
Mr.  Verplanck)  proves  that  the  amount  put  on  board  was 
determined  by  weighing  it  in  lots  of  twenty-five  bushels  each. 
It  was  i^eighed  by  his  clerk,  without  his  personal  superinten- 
dence. 

It  also  appears  that  fireight  was  charged  and  paid,  accord- 
ing to  the  statement  of  the  quantity  made  by  the  weigher. 

I  think  that  upon  all  the  proofs,  the  inference  is  just  as 
direct  and  satisfactory  that  less  than  the  named  amount  of 
com  was  laden  on  board  the  vessel,  as  that  the  dejfendant 
delivered  less  than  he  actually  received.  In  order  to  charge 
him  with  a  supposed  deficiency,  the  preponderance  of  evi- 
dence must  be  decidedly  in  favor  of  the  Hbellant,  that  more 
grain  was  laden  on  his  vessel  than  she  delivered  on  her  dis- 
chai^e. 

The  amount  of  deficiency  being  only  about  five  per  cent, 
would  hardly  justify  an  inference  of  misconduct  or  negligence 
against  the  pcurties  sought  to  be  charged  therewith ;  when  it 
may  be  assumed,  upon  presumptions  equally  cogent,  that  the 
difference  arose  from  mistakes  in  computation  of  weight  or 
measure,  in  the  combined  operations  of  making  up  the  calcu- 
lation of  quantity,  or  in  actual  wastage  in  the  process  of 
loading  and  dischai^ng. 

I  shall  dispose  of  the  case  upon  this  view  of  the  facts,  with- 
out reference  to  the  question  raised  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  over  tiie  subject-matter.  Admitting  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court,  there  is  not  suflScient  evidence,  in  my  opinion, 
to  charge  the  defendant  with  any  loss  of  com  while  on  its 
carriage  from  Brooklyn  to  its.  delivery  in  New  York,  and  the 
libel  is  accordingly  dismissed. 

The  libellant  has  shown  a  fair  primd  facie  case  on  his 
proofs  in  the  first  instance,  and  I  therefore  impose  no  costs 
upon  him. 

Libel  dismissed  wiihout  costs  to  either  party. 
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Goodrich  v>  Norbis. 

A  bill  of  lading  is  to  be  regarded  in  a  donble  aspect, — as  a  contrari  for  the  trans- 
portation and  safe  delivery  of  the  goods  covered  by  it,  at  the  stipolated  freig^tf 
and  also  aa  a  receipt  for  the  goods  for  the  purposes  of  the  contract 

In  so  far  as  a  bill  of  lading  operates  as  a  con/ract,  it  is  conclosive  as  to  the  inten- 
tions of  the  parties^  and  may  not  be  varied  by  parol  evidence. 

In  80  far  as  a  bill  of  lading  operates  as  a  receipt  merely,  it  is  open  to  explanation 
or  rectification  by  parol  evidence,  as  in  any  other  receipt. 

The  statement  of  the  guantity  of  goods  received,  contained  in  a  bill  of  lading,  may 
be  rectified  in  an  action  by  the  original  shipper,  by  proof  that  throngh  mfff  V* 
the  bill  was  signed  for  a  greater  quantity  than  was  actually  delivered. 

Bat  the  proof  of  mistake  in  such  case  must  be  dear  and  nnqnestionable,  to  lebnt 
the  evidence  afibrded  by  the  bill. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam^  by  James  E.  Goodrich  and 
others,  against  John  Norris,  master  of  the  schooner  John  L 
Adams,  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  of 
af&eightment* 

The  libel  showed  that  the  libellants  had  shipped  on  board 
the  respondent's  schooner  a  number  of  barrels  of  tripe,  to  be 
delivered  to  consignees  at  Boston)  and  that  the  respondent 
failed  to  deliver  five  of  the  barrdisy— to  recover  the  value  of 
which  this  action  was  brought  The  otiier  facts  appear  in 
the  opinion. 

Oeorge  8.  SiiU,  for  libellants. 

L  The  respondent  cannot  contradict  his  bill  of  lading. 
Creery  v.  HoUy,  14  Wend.  26 ;  Bamet  v.  Rogers,  7  Jifo^^.  297. 
A  bill  of  lading  is  a  contra>ctj  and  is  conclusive,  especially  as 
against  the  master ;  it  may  not  be  in  all  cases  conclusive  as 
against  the  ship-owners. 

IL  Admitting,  however,  for  the  purpose  of  the  argument, 
that  respondent  may  show  a  mistake  infacty  he  has  not  shown 
such  mistake.  1.  His  witness  merely  swears^  that  when  the 
vessel  was  on  her  voyage  they  compared  the  cargo  with  the 
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bills,  and  found  but  twelve  banrels  of  tripe  on  board.  This  is 
all  the  testimony  produced  to  prove  the  pretended  mistake. 
But  it  does  not  piove  that  the  eleven  barrels  mentioned  in 
onr  bill  of  lading  were  not  received  by  the  schooner  or  deliv- 
ered by  the  libellants.  2.  In  this  case  the  respondent  had  the 
means  of  aso^taining  the  truth,  as  he  undoubtedly  did,  and 
there  is  no  pretence  of  fraud.  This  is  not  a  "  mistake  of  fact," 
within  any  proper  sense  of  that  phrase.  See  Saltus  v.  Everett, 
2  Hall,  252. 

III.  The  proofs  indicate  that  in  fact  seventeen  barrels  were 
delivered  to  the  vessel. 

lY.  The  libellants  claim  a  judgment  for  the  highest  price 
proved,  twelve  dollars  per  barrel,  and  interest  on  that  amount 
from  the  latter  part  of  December,  1846,  allowing  the  ordinary 
time  for  a  voyage  to  Boston. 

Burr  and  Benedict^  for  respondent. 

L  The  objection  taken  by  libellants'  counsel,  that  no  evi- 
dence can  be  received  to  vary  the  bill  of  lading,  cannot  be 
sustained  ;  because,  1.  The  libellants  were  the  original  ship- 
pers of  the  goods,  and  as  between  the  shipper  and  the  ship- 
owner, the  bill  of  lading  may  be  contradicted;  {Abbott  on 
Shipp,  334 ;)  and,  2.  If  the  goods  were  never  on  board,  the 
hbellants  cannot  be  injured  by  having  the  truth  established, 
though  it  should  contradict,  vary,  or  explain  a  written  instru- 
ment signed  through  fraud  or  mistake. 

IL  Upon  the  question  of  fact,  whether  the  goods  were  in 
fact  delivered  on  board,  the  evidence  is  satisfactory  that  they 
were  not. 

Betts,  J.  This  case  rests  wholly  upon  one  fieict,  and  turns 
upon  the  force  and  effect  of  the  evidence  relative  to  that  fact, 
offered  upon  both  sides. 

On  December  3,  1846,  the  respondent  signed  a  bill  of  lad* 
ing,  in  the  usual  form,  for  eleven  banels  of  tripe,  shipped  by 

17  • 
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the  libellants  on  board  the  respondent's  schooner,  to  be  delir* 
«red  at  Boston,  to  the  firm  of  Davis  &  Whittemcnre.  The 
bill  described  the  barrels  as  being  ^marked  and  numbered 
as  in  the  margin,"  btd;  it  contained  no  marginal  mari»  or 
numbers. 

The  vessel  arrived  at  Boston,  having  on  board  twelve  bar- 
rels of  tripe,  but  six  only  were  marked  for  Davis  tc  White* 
more,  and  that  number  were  delivered  to  them.  The  other 
six  were  delivered  to  other  consignees,  conformably  to  their 
marks.  No  bill  of  lading  was  shown  for  them,  although  the 
mate  testifies  that  he  believes  one  was  signed ;  and  be  abo 
proves  that  fireight  was  received  for  twelve  barrels  only.  He 
also  testifies  that  no  more  than  twelve  barrels  were  on  board 
the  vessel,  and  that  after  the  vessel  got  out  of  port,  it  was 
ascertained,  by  the  amount  of  cargo  and  by  the  fieight  list, 
that  bills  of  lading  had  been  signed  for  five  barrels  more  tiian 
were  in  the  vesseL 

The  libellants  contend  that  evidence  to  contradict  or  ex« 
plain  the  bill  of  lading  is  incompetent,  and  maintain  that 
the  respondent  is  concluded  by  his  signature  to  the  one  pro- 
duced. 

This  is  not  the  rule  as  between  the  original  parties  of  the 
bill  of  lading,  and  where  no  rights  of  third  persons  are  in  ques- 
tion. In  that  case  evidence  may  be  received  to  show  a  mis- 
take in  the  statement  of  the  quantity  of  goods  received,  con- 
tained in  the  bill  of  lading.  • 

In  an  action  by  the  original  shipper  of  the  goods,  the  mas- 
ter or  owner  will  be  allowed  to  show  that  he  was  induced  by 
fraud  to  sign  a  bill  of  lading  containing  an  exaggerated  state- 
ment of  the  quantity  of  goods  received ;  and  that  such  evi- 
dence will  defeat  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  an  alleged 
deficiency  in  the  delivery  made,  is  well  settled  by  the  case  of 
Bates  V.  Todd,  (1  Mood.  Sf  R.  106.)  That  was  an  action 
against  the  owners  of  the  ship  Thames,  on  a  bill  of  lading, 
signed  by  the  master  at  Singapore,  for  eight  hundred  and 
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oioety  bags  of  pepper.  The  declaration  alleged  that  eigki 
Imndred  and  mnety  bags  were  shipped,  and  that  some 
of  them  had  been  lost.  The  defence  was,  that  only  seven 
bnndred  and  ninety  bags  were  in  fact  shipped,  and  that  the 
cc^ytain  had  been  induced  to  sign  the  bill  of  lading  for  eigkt 
hnndred  and  ninety  by  the  firaud  of  the  plaintiiFs'  agent  at 
l^gapore*  It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  bill 
of  lai&ng  was  conclusive,  and  estopped  the  defendant  who 
was  owner  of  the  ship.  But  Chief  Justice  Tindal  held,  that 
as  between  the  original  parties,  the  bill  of  lading  Tyas  merely 
a  receipt,  liable  to  be  opeio^  by  the  evidence  of  the  real  facte, 
and  he  left  the  question  to  the  jury,  whether  in  fact  eight  hun- 
dred and  ninety  bags  or  only  seven  hundred  and  ninety  were 
ahipped* 

The  case  of  Berkely  v.  Watling,  (7  Ad.  S^  K  29,)  is  some- 
wliat  broader.  The  plaintiff  there  declared,  in  asswapHty  that 
the  defendants,  Watling  and  Nave,  were  owners  of  a  ship 
(sailed  the  Search,  and  that  in  consideration  that  the  plainti^ 
at  their  request,  shipped  goods  on  board,  to  be  delivered  tq 
him  or  his  assigns,  the  defendants  promised  to  deliver  them 
and  had  failed  to  do  so.  Nave  pleaded  separately,  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not  cause  the  goods  to  be  shipped  in  the  vessel. 
On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  produced  a  bill  of  lading,  signed  by 
the  captain  of  the  ship,  transmitted  to  the  plaintiff  by  Wat- 
ling, which  stated  the  goods  to  be  shipped  by  Watling,  to  be 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  assigns.  It  was  also  proved 
that  the  plaintiff  held  the  bill  of  lading  for  value.  Evidence 
was  offered  at  the  trial,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  Nave,  to 
ihow,  that  although  the  master  signed  the  bill  of  lading  for 
the  goods,  yet  they  were  never  shipped  on  board  the  vessel^  as 
therein  expressed ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  Nave  was 
esto{^ed  by  the  bill  of  lading  ^om  showing  that  fact.  ^'  The 
statement  in  the  declaration,"  said  Mr.  Justice  Littledale,  ^  is 
that  the  plaintiff  caused  the  goods  to  be  shipped,  which  is  put 
in  issue  by  the  second  plea.    How  does  the  plaintiff  prove  his 
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allegation  ?  He  puts  in  a  bill  of  lading,  which  certainly 
appears  to  be  signed  by  the  master,  but,  on  the  face  of  it,  the 
goods  are  shipped  by  Watling.  Then  the  plaintiff  vaxak 
prove  Watling  to  be  his  agent ;  by  so  doing  he  supports  the 
allegation.  It  turns  out  that  in  fact  the  goods  were  not  ship- 
ped on  board  the  Search  at  aU.  But  the  plaintiff  says  tiiat 
the  defendant,  Nave,  is  estopped  from  showing  this  by  the 
bill  of  lading  signed  by  his  oWn  agent.  How  is  he  estopped  ? 
Waiiing  knew  the  fact,  and  his  knowledge  is  the  plaintiff's 
knowledge.  The  plaintiff,  knowing  the  fact  by  Watling,  his 
agent,  how  is  the  defendant.  Nave,  estopped  by  what  Wat- 
ling does  as  his  agent?  Since,  therefore,  the  plaintiff,  as 
shipper,  is  cognizant  of  the  facts,  we  need  not  say  how  far,  on 
the  general  question,  there  is  an  estoppel,  but,  in  my  opinion, 
the  bill  of  lading  is  not  condusive." 

In  the  case  now  presented,  no  suggestion  of  fraud  is  made, 
but  the  respondent  relies  upon  proof  of  the  mere  fact  that  the 
goods  receipted  for  by  the  bill  were  never  actueilly  delivered 
to  the  vessel.  That  fact,  if  clearly  proved,  will  exonerate  the 
master  from  responsibility  to  the  original  shipper,  though  it 
might  not  release  him  in  an  action  by  an  assignee.  The  bill 
of  lading  has,  in  legal  effect,  a  double  aspect.  It  is  a  contract 
for  the  transportation  and  safe  delivery  of  the  property  ship- 
ped, and  it  also  embodies,  as  a  matter  collateral  to  that  con- 
tract, a  receipt  for  the  goods  so  shipped.  In  so  far  as  the  bill 
operates  as  a  contract,  it  is,  undoubtedly,  the  exclusive  evi- 
dence of  the  obligation  of  the  parties ;  but  in  respect  to  those 
clauses  which  operate  merely  as  a  receipt  for  the  goods,  it  has 
no  higher  obligation  than  an  ordinary  receipt,  and  is  open  to 
explanation  and  rectification  by  parol  proof.  PhilL  Ed,  3  Oow. 
8f  H.  1489.  The  fact  that  both  a  contract  and  a  receipt  are 
embodied  in  one  instrument,  forms  no  reason  why  they  should 
be  regarded  as  differing  in  effect  from  similar  instruments  ex- 
ecuted in  an  independent  form. 

The  clauses  in  the  bill  of  lading  which  relate  to  the  quan- 
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tity  and  oonditaon  of  the  goods  received,  do  not  enter  into  the 
amhract  between  the  parties ;  they  are  parte  of  the  receipt 
The  contract  is  for  the  transp^^rtation  of  the  goods,  for  their 
ddivery,  for  the  stipulated  %ight,  &c.  But  the  statements 
thai  the  goods  embraced  within  this  contract  have,  been 
received  on  board  the  vessel,  and  that  they  are  of  such  and 
sndi  description  in  point  of  quantity,  quality,  condition,  marks 
and  numbers,  &c.,  are  in  the  nature  of  a  receipt,  not  an  agree* 
ment.  The^are  therefore  explainable,  not  alone  by  evidence 
of  fraud,  but  by  such  proof  of  mistake  as  is  by  well-settle^ 
roles  of  |aw  permitted  to  control  the  operation  of  ordinary 
receipts.  It  is  proper,  therefore,  to  receive  the  evidence  of- 
fered on  the  part  of  the  defence  in  this  case,  and  if  it  clearly 
shows  that  the  goods  for  which  this  suit  is  brought  were 
never,  in  point  of  fact,  delivered  to  the  respondent,  it  will  con- 
stitnte  a  good  defence  to  this  action. 

On  the  part  of  the  libellant,  the  testimony,  if  not  direct  and 
complete,  to  the  £act  that  the  seventeen  barrels  were  delivered 
OB  board  the  vessel,  at  least  strongly  corroborated  the  bills  of 
lading,  ahd  may  furthermore  account  for  the  difference  be* 
tween  the  quantity  receipted  and  that  found  on  board ;  as  one 
witness  states  that  he  took  down  five  barrels,  and  another 
person  in  the  Ubellant's  employment  carted  down  twelve  bar- 
rels. The  latter  saw  barrels  already  on  the  dock,  and  was 
told  in  answer  to  his  inquiry  on  board  the  vessel,  that  they 
belonged  to  the  libellant's  parceL  He  left  his  five  barrels  on 
the  dock  near  the  vessel,  by  direction  of  those  on  board.  He 
does  not  remember  that  he  had  a  receipt  given  him,  but  thinks 
the  other  man  brought  back  a  receipt  for  his  loads.  He 
assisted  the  other  man  (who  is  now  at  sea)  in  loading  twelve 
barrels,  eleven  of  which  were  marked  Wkittemore  8f  Davis^ 
and  one  to  O.  Robinson.  One  of  those  he  carted  down 
had  the  same  mark,  and  the  other  four  were  Bussel  & 
Squires. 

The  mate's  impression  is,  that  six  of  the  barrels  were  ad- 
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dressed  to  Russel  &  Squires,  and  were  delivered  to  them 
out  of  tiie  twelve  on  board.  He  further  says  he  found  four 
barrels  on  the  dock  when  the  vessel  came  into  her  berth,  and 
had  them  rolled  on  board.  T||fBy  were  marked  for  Wfaitte^ 
more  &  Davis ;  and  he  farther  testifies  that  the  twelve  baX' 
rels  were  all  brought  to  the  vessel  by  one  person.  If  the  evi- 
dence of  the  other  cartman  is  credited,  there  are  then  five 
more  barrels  which  were  delivered  by  him,  of  which  the  mate 
took  no  account.  * 

^  Und^  these  circumstances,  the  testimony  of  the  mate  does 
not  destroy  the  effect  of  the  bills  of  lading.  The  written  evi- 
dence must  prevail,  and  the  respondent  must  be  held  to 
account  for  the  five  barrels  deficient  in  the  delivery. 

The  proof  is  thev  were  worth  here  from  $10  to  $13  per 
barrel ;  and  the  lowest  valuation  of  the  goods  will  be  taken 
in  such  case,  when  the  evidence  carrying  them  higher  is  not 
precise  and  clear. 

The  libellant  is  entitled  to  a  decree  for  $50,  with  interest 
firom  December  3, 1846,  to  this  day,  and  his  costs  to  be  taxed. 


The  New  Champion. 

A  sailing  yessel  is  bound,  when  navigating  in  proximity  to  a  steamboat,  to  take  all 
reasonable  precautions  to  protect  herself,  and  to  avoid  injury  to  the  steamboat, 
and  she  ia  not  entitled  to  impose  upon  the  steamer  the  duty  to  guarantee  her 
against  a  collision. 

If  injured  by  collision  with  a  steamboat,  the  sailing  vessel  must  discharge  herself 
from  fault,  and  show  the  adverse  vessel  guilty  of  culpable  neglect,  or  want  of 
due  equipment  or  skill,  which  led  to  the  collision. 

This  was  a  libel  in  remy  by  John  Hurley  and  William 
Murray,  owners  of  the  sloop  Mary,  against  the  steamboat 
New  Champion,  to  recover  damages  for  a  collision. 

The  facts  out  of  which  the  action  arose  were  as  follows : 
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The  steamboat  anriTing  fioom  Hartford  in  the  night  time,  made 
her  tarn  on  the  Brooklyn  dde  of  the  East  River,  and  was 
passing  across  the  river  to  her  berth  at  a  wharf  in  New  York. 
The  sloop  was  at  the  same  time  running  np  with  a  free  wind 
from  the  southwest,  being  dose  in  upon  the  New  York  side. 
Those  engaged  in  navigating  her  saw  the  lights  of  the 
steamer,  and  knew  that  she  was  on  her  turn  towards  the  slip, 
%Dd  also  what  berth  she  was  intending  to  take. 

At  the  time  the  steamer  starboarded  her  helm  and  had 
commenced  coming  around,  the  river  was  dear  in  her  proper 
course  and  direction  to  her  berth.  The  sloop  ran  up  across 
the  line  of  the  track  she  was  turning  into,  unperceived  on 
board  the  steamer,  until  the  two  vessels  were  nearly  in  col* 
lisioQ.  A  quick  order  to  luff  was  then  given  to  the  sloop  by 
the  master  of  the  steamer,  but  it  was  not  complied  with  in 
time,  and  the  collision  occurred. 

The  pilot  and  master  of  the  steamer  testified  upon  the  hear- 
ing, that  at  the  time  when  the  order  to  luff  was  given,  the 
sloop  could  easily  have  been  luffed  enough  to  avoid  the 
steamer ;  and  their  testimony  was  corroborated  by  proof  of 
declarations  subsequently  made  by  the  pilot  of  the  sloop,  to 
the  effect  that  be  gave  the  order  to  his  helmsman  to  luff,  but 
that  the  order  was  not  obeyed. 

It  was  also  proved  that  a  good  look-t)ut  was  stationed  and 
kept  at  the  proper  post  on  board  the  steamer ;  that  her  lights 
were  exhibited  conspicuously  and  shining  brightly,  and  that 
strict  precautions  were  employed  on  the  steamer  to  avoid  col- 
lision with  other  vessels  whilst  so  gaining  her  berth  ;  that  she 
was  coming  into  her  usual  and.  well-known  place  of  landing, 
and  that  she  pursued  the  customary  method  of  doing  it,  as 
was  notorious  to  vessels  navigating  the  rivers  near  the  docks 
in  this  port.  It  was  furthermore  proved  that  the  sloop  had 
sufficient  time  to  have  luffed  and  avoided  the  steamer,  had 
she  adopted  that  manceuvre  when  the  necessity  of  it  was 
discovered  by  her. 
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Oeorge  Wkiie^  for  the  Kbellants. 

L  The  question  to  be  considered  is  not  whether  the  New 
Champion  has  been  guilty  of  extraordinary  neglect;  but. 
Did  she,  on  the  occasion  on  which  this  collision  occuiiedf 
observe  due  care  and  exercise  the  proper  precaution  ? 

IL  Public  safety  requires  that  steamboats,  particularly 
when  navigating  our  crowded  waters,  should  observe  extra- 
ordinary  care  and  unremitting  vigilance.  The  smaller  craft 
are  comparatively  helpless,  but  the  steamboat  possesses  and 
exercises  a  power  to  which  the  winds  and  the  tides  are  obe- 
dient. Her  own  momentum  is  unresistingly  subject  to  her 
control ;  she  is  independent  of  external  resistance ;  and  in  all 
cases,  it  may  be  positively  asserted,  wherever  the  smaller 
vessel  is  seen,  a  steamboat,  unless  her  machinery  is  out  of 
order,  can  avoid  her. 

HI.  The  New  Champion  did  not  observe  ordinary  cate ; 
no  due  precaution  was  taken  to  avert  the  collision,  although 
she  saw  the  sloop  in  ample  time  to  avoid  her.  Nothing  was 
done  on  board  the  New  Champion  but  to  hail  the  people  on 
board  the  sloop,  ordering  her  to  luff.  The  testimony  of  the 
claimants'  own  witnesses  shows  this. 

IV.  The  sloop  Mary  was  comparatively  helpless;  vidiile 
the  New  Champion  had  the  full  sweep  of  the  river  and  the 
entire  command  of  hei^machinery.  The  facts,  uncontroverted 
and  uncontradicted,  are,  that  the  sloop  Mary,  a  very  small 
vessel,  was  pursuing  her  course  up  the  East  River,  near  the 
New  York  side,  to  avoid  a  strong  ebb  tide  ;  while  the  New 
Champion,  a  steamboat  of  a  very  large  class,  was  crossing 
over  firom  the  Brooklyn  side,  the  sloop  and  the  New  Cham- 
pion came  in  collision  with  each  other ;  that  the  New  Cham- 
pion saw  the  sloop  when  she  was  about  one  third  or  one  half 
of  a  mile  from  her,  and  saw  her  distinctlj/j  although  the  sloop 
had  no  lights. 

Now,  from  the  mere  statement  of  these  facts,  the  necessary 
conclusion  must  be,  that  the  large  and  strong  New  Cham- 
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pioD,  with  a  propelling  power  to  which  the  winds  and  tide» 
aie  as  implicitlj  obedient  as  i«  her  own  momentum,  conld^ 
with  a  anitttble  effort,  which  she  was  bound  to  make,  have 
avcMed  a  eoUision  with  thb  little  vessel,  unless  by  some  posi* 
tive  miamanagement  the  sloop  placed  herself  in  the  way  of 
the  Nevr  Champion,  so  as  to  baffle  any  arttempts  of  the  latter 
to  avoid  her.  Then^  did  the  sloop  place  herself  in  the  way,. 
imnecessarily,  of  tte  New  Champion?  Bo  far  from  this 
being  the  case,  she  did  every  thing  she  cotdd  to  avoid  the 
steamboat.  She  was  hemmed  in,  while  the  steamboat  had  the 
fsJl  sweep  of  the  river.  Claimants'  witnesses,  indeed,  state, 
that  if  the  helm  of  the  sloop  had  been  put  down,  she  could 
have  avoided  the  ^ew  Champion.  This  was  the  very  thing 
that  v^as  done ;  in  short,  they  made  every  effort  on  board  the 
sloop,  while  they  on  board  the  New  Champion  did  nothing ; 
wliereas,  if  the  sloop  bad  made  no  effort,  no  blame  could  have 
bee»  attached  to  her. 

Bbtts,  X  There  is  evidently  a  wide-spread  misapprehen^ 
sion  as  to  the  relative  liabilities  and  privileges  of  steamboats 
and  sailing  vessels,  in  cases  of  collision  between  tiiem.  la 
actions  prosecuted  against  steamers,  this  Court  has  repeat- 
edly upheld  the  rule  to  be,  that  sailing  vessels  are  bound  to 
exculpate  themselves  from  blame,  and  employ  all  reasonable 
precaution  for  their  own  protection,  as  well  as  to  avoid  injury 
to  steamboats ;  and  that  they  are  in  no  way  entitled  to  hold 
their  own  positions  and  courses  under  all  circumstances,  and 
rely  upon  steamers  for  a  full  guarantee  when  nav%atmg  in 
proximity  to  them.     The  Sooth  American,  JIfiSiSL  1847. 

In  the  case  of  the  steam-tug  William  Young/  {MS& 
1844,)  a  collision  occurred  between  a  sloop  and  a  steam  vetf* 
sel,  running  in  opposite  directions  upon  the. North  River^  m 
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consequence  of  an  abrupt  variation  of  the  sloop's  course. 
The  Court  declared  that  it  was  not  to  be  assumed  that  the 
fault  was  with  the  steamer ;  but  the  burden  of  proof  was 
upon  the  libellant  to  show  her  in  the  wrong ;  t)iat  although  a 
higher  degree  of  responsibility  was  cast  upon  steamers,  yet  a 
sailing  vessel  could  not  be  justified  in  an  improper  movement 
on  her  part,  because  of  an  apprehension  of  encountering  an 
approaching  steamer,  unless  the  latter  was  crowding  so  much 
upon  her  track  as  to  create  an  imminent  danger  of  collision. 

In  the  case  of  the  crteamboat  New  Jersey,*  (MSS.  1846,) 
it  was  held  that  the  laws  of  navigation  imposed  no  peculiar 
general  duties  or  liabilities  on  steamboats,  in  relation  to  col- 
lisions with  sailing  Vessels ;  but  the  sailing^essel  is  bound  to 
use,  with  reasonable  promptitude  and'  skilif  all  the  means  in 
her  power  to  avoid  a  threatened  collision ;  that  it  was  only 
because  the  means  at  command  by  steam  vessels  are  so  much 
more  efficacious  and  ready  than  those  possessed  by  sailing 
vessels,  and  because  the  consequences  of  an  omission  to  ap- 
ply such  means  are  so  immediately  destructive,  that  vessels 
propelled  by  steam  are  required  to  use  the  more  watchful 
precautions ;  and  the  rule  was  there  maintained,  that  the  ves- 
sel under  canvas  must  contribute  to  the  common  security 
so  far  as  within  her  power ;  and  that  the  owners  of  steam- 
boats were  by  no  means  to  be  made  insurers  against  the 
negligence,  ignorance,  or  misconduct  of  persons  in  charge  of 
sailing  vessels. 

In  the  case  of  the  steamboat  Neptune,^  (ilfSS.  1847,)  the 
declaration  was  reiterated,  that  steam  vessels  are  not  bur- 
dened with  the  sole  risks  and  responsibilities  of  encounters 
with  sailing  vessels.     It  wa^  stated  that  the  rule  is  reciprocal, 

« 

and  places  both  classes  of  vessels  under  a  common  liability 
and  privilege ;  that  a  sailing  vessel  under  way  was  bound  to 


*i  Since  reported,  Olcctty  415.  >  CHcoU,  488. 
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exculpate  herself  from  all  negligence  or  misconduct  leading 
to  a  collision,  before  she  could  claim  damages  against  a 
steamboat  for  injuries  received  from  her ;  and  it  is  believed 
this  is  the  spirit  and  policy  of  the  marine  law. 

In  each  of  these  cases  the  proof  was,  that  the  collision  was 
occasioned  by  an  improper  change  of  Jier  course,  on  the  part 
of  the  sailing  vessel,  unef^ectedly  to  the  steamer,  bringing 
the  former  suddenly  in  the  track  of  the  latter.  There  is,  how- 
ever, no  doctrine  of  the  law  which  limits  the  duty  and  liability 
of  the  sailing  vessel  to  cases  of  tha|^escription  alone.  It 
does  not  rest  upon  any  specific  kind  of  blame  occurring  in 
her  mianagement ;  but  the  general  principles  of  law  govern- 
ing the  navigation  of  vessels  nearing  each  other  have  their 
fall  effect  over  her,  with  the  exception  that  she  has  the 
privilege  to  hold  her  own  course,  unless  it  be  palpable  that 
she  will  endanger  a  collision  with  the  steamer  by  so  doing. 
Those  principles  are,  that  every  vessel,  however  propelled,  is 
bound  to  exert  herself  to  avoid  injury  to  others  in  the  vicinity 
of  which  she  is  moving,  and  can  found  no  claim  to  damages 
resulting  solely  from  her  own  culpable  want  of  care,  or  which 
are  caused  by  her  misconduct.  To  be  entitled  even  to  a  con- 
tribution to  her  loss  by  collision,  it  must  be  made  to  appear 
there  was  at  least  a  concurrent  fault  in  the  conduct  of  the 
other  vessel,  conducing  to  produce  the  collision.  The  quali- 
fication to  these  obligations  is  no  more  than  that  a  steamer  is 
not  entitled,  as  against  a  vessel  under  sail,  to  keep  a  partic- 
ular course,  but  must  leave  the  latter  to  hold  her  own  when 
it  can  be  done  with  safety. 

The  libellant  in  this  case  must  prove  the  steamer  was 
in  fault,  and  must  show  that  his  vessel  was  managed  in  a 
pmde)}t  and  skilful  manner,  and  interposed  no  needless  im- 
pediments in  the  way  of  the  steamer,  and  was  not  herself  the 
cause  of  her  own  misfortune.  Smith  v.  Condray,  1  How.  28 ; 
Waring  v.  Clark,  6  J6.  601 ;  The  Ligo,  2  Hogg.  Adm.  R.  366 ; 
The  Alexander  Wise,  2  W.  Bob.  66 ;  The  Woodrop  Sims, 
2  Dods.  83. 
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The  sloop,  on  the  occasion,  was  rdnaiog  close  in  under  the 
shadows  of  the  city,  in  a  dark  night,  without  showing  any 
tights,  and  took  a  course  ^^ossipg  the  track  of  the  steamer,  at 
so  small  a  distance  that  it  must  be  palpable  to  her  that  if  she 
nmte  not  seen  from  the  steamer  and  avoided  by  her,  a  col* 
Usion  would  foe  extremely  probable.  Bhe  approached  the 
fteamer  at  the  time  the  latter,  a!^  her  lights  would  indicate, 
wa«  working  round  to  get  into  her  slip.  When  a  steamer  is 
in  the  act  of  coming  about,  she  cannot  command  her  moTe- 
fnents  so  promptly  asunder  direct  headway,  and  thus  the 
reason  for  holding  her  to  an  extraordinary  responsibility  is, 
for  the  time  being,  in  a  measure  suspended,  as  well  as  the 
privilege  of  a  sailing  vessel  in  respect  to  her  own  course,  and 
this  would  be  so  especially  in  this  instance,  as  the  sloop  was 
yiolating  the  duty  imposed  by  law  upon  vessels  in  port,  of 
showing  lights  in  the  night  to  steamboats  coming  in,  &c 
Her  master  must  have  been  conseioas  that  in  so  doing,  the 
steamer  was  exposed  to  the  hazard  of  coming  upon  her  with- 
out warning  of  her  position.  2  W.  Rob.  1  and  347.  I  think, 
upon  the  eviden'ce,  the  collision  was  caused  by  tiie  inatten- 
tion and  mismanagement  of  those  on  board  the  sloop,  and 
not  from  any  fault  on  the  part  of  the  steamer.  The  sloop 
was  before  the  wind,  running  against  a  strong  ebb  tide ;  and 
the  evidence  is  dear,  that  she  might,  with  the  greatest  facility, 
have  avoided  the  steamer,  had  she  ported  her  helm,  and  that 
she  had  sufficient  warning  that  she  was  in  a  situation  where 
the  steamer  must  inevitably  come  in  conflict  with  her.  She, 
however,  needlessly  and  rashly  passed  into  the  narrow  pas* 
sage  between  the  wharves  and  steamer,  and  thus  placed 
herself  within  the  range  the  Champion  must  take  in  swinging 
around  to  her  berth.  This  was  a  gross  act  of  reiuissness 
on  the  part  of  the  sloop,  and  she  has  no  right  to  charge  the 
steamer  with  the  consequences  of  it 

Libel  dUmissed  with  coris^ 
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Brabstkbet  V.  Heron. 

Tie  owners  of  a  ressel  are  excased  from  fnlfilling  the  engagement  of  a  bill  of  lading 
to  deliver  the  cargo  at  a  specified  port,  by  the  interposition  of  sanitary  or  prohib- 
itory laws  controlling  them  in  that  respect ;  for  the  contract  to  deliver  will  be 
construed  as  subject  to  all  restraints  of  government 

A  usage  of  consignees  at  a  particular  port  to  receive  shipments  daring  the  quaran- 
tine season,  at  the  quarantine  grounds,  as  being  a  compliance  with  the  engage- 
ment of  the  bill  of  lading  to  deliver  at  such  port,  is  valid ;  and  the  bill  of  lading 
should  be  construed  with  reference  to  it 

As  between  the  original  parties  to  the  bill  of  lading,  its  statements  respecting  the 
addition  of  the  goods  at  the  time  they  are  laden  on  board,  may  be  explained  or 
rectified  by  parol  proof. 

But  as  against  assignees  of  the  cargo  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  the  rule  is 
clear  that  the  master  and  owner  are  concluded  by  the  representations  of  the  bill 
of  lading. 

Consignees  are  entitled  to  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  ascertain  whether  goods 
delivered  to  them  correspond  in  quantity  and  condition  with  the  description 
given  in  the  shipping  documents,  and  the  liability  of  the  master  and  owner 
remains  nndischarged  during  such  period. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam^  by  John  A.  Bradstreet,  mas- 
ter of  the  bark  Lowell,  against  David  Heron  and  others, 
members  of  the  firm  of  Heron,  Lees  &  Co.,  to  recover  a  bal- 
ance of  freight  due. 

The  libel  showed  that  the  libellant  took  on  board  the 
LoweD,  at  the  port  of  New  Orleans,  507  bales  of  cotton, 
consigned  to  the  defendants  at  this  port,  and  that  the  cotton 
was  brought  hither  and  duly  delivered  to  the  reispondent ;  and 
the  libel  claimed  a  balance  of  $1,756.02,  freight  due. 

The  bill  of  lading  was  in  the  following  terms :  <*  Shipf)ed 
in  good  order  and  well  conditioned,  by  M.  D.  Cooper  &  Co., 

on  board  the  bark  called  the  Lowell,  whereof is 

master,  now  lying  in  the  port  of  New  Orleans,  and  bound  for 
New  York,  to  say,  507  bales  of  cotton,  one  bundle  containing 
samples,  &c,  and  are  to  be  delivered  in  the  like  good  order 
and  condition  at  the  port  of  New  York,  (dangers  of  seas 

18* 
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excepted,)   unto  Messrs.   Heron,   Lees  &   Co.,  or  to  tiieii 
assignees,  &c.    July  6, 1847." 

The  grounds  of  defence  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  Cooit 

Edwin  BuTTy  for  libellants. 

Luther  R.  Marshy  for  respondents. 

Betts,  J.  Two  objections  in  bar  of  this  action  were  relied 
upon  by  the  defendants.  First,  that  the  cotton  was  not  de- 
Hvered  at  the  port  of  New  York,  in  fulfilment  of  the  shipping 
contract.  Second,  that  the  cotton,  when  delivered,  was  not 
in  good  order  and  well  conditioned. 

The  vessel  arrived  in  the  port  of  New  York  during  the 
latter  part  of  July,  and  under  the  laws  of  the  State  was  sub- 
ject to  quarantine  at  Staten  Island.  The  cotton  w^as  there 
discharged  on  board  of  lighters  employed  by  the  respondents, 
and  was  taken  to  Brooklyn,  where  it  was  received  and  stoied 
by  them. 

It  was  not  only  proved  that  vessels  from  New  Orleans,  at 
that  period  of  the  year,  were  prohibited  by  law  from  landing 
cotton  in  the  city  of  New  York,  but  also  that  it  was  the  estab- 
lished usage  for  owners  and  consignees  to  receive  their  ship- 
ments at  the  quarantine,  as  being  delivered  pursuant  to  bills 
of  lading  engaging  to  make  delivery  in  New  York. 

In  either  point  of  view,  these  facts  defeat  the  obligation. 
The  owners  of  the  ship  are  excused  from  fulfilling  their  en- 
gagement to  deliver  their  cargo  in  the  city,  by  the  interpo- 
fitioQ  of  sanitary  or  prohibitory  laws,  which  control  them  in 
that  respect ;  as  the  contract  to  deliver  will  be  construed  to 
be  subject  to  all  restraints  of  government,  and  that  risk  con- 
siequently  falls  upon  the  shipper.  The  case  of  Morgan  v. 
The  Insurance  Company  of  North  America,  (4  Doll.  455,)  is 
an  authority  upon  this  point.  In  that  case  the  cargo  was 
shipped  from  Philadelphia  for  Surinam,  August,  7,  1799,  at 
which  time  the  colony  of  Surinam  was  in  possession  of  the 
Dutch.     The  vessel  airived  in  the  BJlver  Surinam  the  17th  0i 
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Sq[>tember  fc^owing,  but  meantime  the  colony  had  been  con- 
quered by  the  British  forces.  Permission  was  obtained  from 
tke  British  commander  for  the  vessel  to  go  up  the  river  to  the 
town  Paramanto,  which  she  did,  and  lay  in  the  harbor  for  a 
week ;  but  the  British  officers  absolutely  refused  permission 
to  land  any  article  of  the  cargo  whatever,  excepting  the  pro- 
visions, whereupon  it  was  brought  back  to  Philadelphia.  The 
Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  held  that  under  these  cir- 
cumstances freight  was  earned.  Chief  Justice  Stillman  says : 
^The  owner  of  the  ship  has  been  in  no  fault  whatever. 
When  he  took  the  goods  on  freight,  there  was  an  open  com- 
merce between  Philadelphia  and  Surinam ;  the  goods  were 
carried  to  the  port  of  delivery ;  the  vessel  waited  there  sdven 
days,  and  the  captain  offered  to  deliver  the  cargo  to  the  con- 
signee, who  refused  to  receive  it  Nothing  prevented  it  but 
the  prohibition  of  the  British  government  It  is  not  like  the 
case  of  a  vessel  which  is  prevented  from  entering  the  port  of 
delivery  by  a  blockading  squadron,  for  there  the  voyage  is  not 
perfcnrmed,  and  it  is  impossible  to  say  certain^  that  it  would 
have  been  safely  performed  if  there  had  been  no  blockade. 
I  think  it  most  agreeable  to  reason  and  justice,  that  the 
obtaining  permission  to  land  the  cargo  should  in  this  case  be 
considered  as  the  business  of  the  consignee.  That  being 
estfeiblished,  it  follows  that  the  freight  was  earned." 

But  furthermore,  it  is  proved  in  the  case  that  it  is  the  estab- 
lished usage  of  this  port  for  owners  and  consignees  to  receive 
delivery  of  their  shipments  made  at  the  quarantine  during  the 
quarantine  season,  as  being  a  compliance  with  the  engage- 
ment in  the  bill  of  lading  to  make  delivery  in  New  York. 
Sueh  a  usage  is  valid,  and  the  bill  of  lading  should  be  con- 
strued in  reference  to  it.  Gracie  v.  The  Marine  Insurance 
Company  of  Baltimore,  8  Cranch^  75. 

Upon  these  grounds  I  am  of  opinion  that,  independently  of 
the  alleged  acceptance  of  the  goods  by  the  res]>ondents,  their 
defence,  so  far  as  it  rests  upon  the  first  point  taken,  cannot  be 
maintained. 
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.Bat  upon  the  second  ground  of  defence,  viz. :  that  the  oot* 
ton,  when  delivered,  was  not  in  good  order,  it  seems  to  me 
that,  as  the  case  stands,  the  respondents  are  not  made  respon- 
sible for  the  freight 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  libellant,  that  the  con- 
signees were  in  fact  the  shippers  of  the  cotton — ^it  having 
been  furnished  to  the  vessel  by  their  agent.  This  fact,  if  it 
had  appeared  in  evidence,  would  have  had  a  most  important 
bearing ;  because,  as  between  the  original  parties,  the  repre- 
sentation of  the  bill  of  lading  as  to  the  condition  of  the  cot- 
ton at  the  time  it  was  received,  might  undoubtedly  be 
explained  or  rectified,^  {Abbott  on  Shipp.  324,)  and  so,  in  that 
aspect  of  the  case,  the  libellant  might  have  shown,  as  was 
attempted,  that  the  damage  to  the  goods  was  received  before 
they  were  laden  on  board.  But  the  suggestion  that  the 
respondents  in  fact  shipped  the  cotton  on  board  through 
agents,  is  wholly  unsupported  by  proof.  They  therefore  can- 
not be  regarded  as  the  shippers  or  owners  of  the  cotton,  but 
must  be  treated  as  consignees ;  ig^d  they  prove  by  their  book- 
keeper, that  on  the  receipt  of  the  bill  of  lading,  they  made  the 
shippers  an  advance  of  $21,000  on  the  cotton,  before  its  arri- 
val in.  this  port  The  whole  property  became  thereby,  accord- 
ing to  the  mercantile  law,  pledged  to  them  for  the  security  of 


1  See  the  case  of  Goodrich  v.  Norris,  ante^  196,  where  the  right  of  the  ship- 
owner, in  an  action  by  the  skipper,^  to  explain  the  statements  in  the  bill  of 
lading  respecting  the  quantity  of  goods  received,  is  considered.  See,  also,  on 
the  admissibility  of  evidence  to  explain  the  bill  in  other  respects,  the  case  of 
Manchester  v.  Milne,  ante^  115,  where  it  is  held  that  a  variance  between  the 
quantity  of  the  cargo  delivered  and  that  receipted  for,  may  be  explained  by 
evidence  showing  it  to  be  the  result  of  an  inaccurate  mode  of  measurement 
employed ;  also,  Zerega  v.  Poppe,  decided  January,  1849,  and  reported  poaty 
in  its  order  of  date,  where  it  is  held,  that  notwithstanding  the  acknowledg- 
ment that  the  goods  are  received  in  good  order,  the  carrier  may,  as  against 
the  owner,  show  that  the  injury  to  the  goods  was  occasioned  by  insufficiency 
in  the  cask,  case,  &c.  in  which  they  were  packed. 
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tbeir  advance,  and  tbey  are  entitled  to  demand  it  as  described 
in  the  bili  of  lading,  in  sofidoy  or  its  eqairalent,  of  the  ship- 
owner;  his  lien  for  freight  being  first  satisfied.  Nor  is  it 
necessary  to  aver  such  advance  in  the  answer,  in  order  to  be 
entitled  to  prove  it.  The  pleadings  on  both  sides  cdlege  that 
they  are  consignees,  and  tbey  have  a  right  to  show  the  extent 
of  their  privilege  or  lien  on  the  consignment.  The  rule  of 
law  is  clear,  that  the  master  and  owner  are  concluded  by  the 
representations  of  the  bill  of  lading,  as  between  themselves 
and  third  persons  entitled  to  the  cargo  as  assignees  upon  a 
valuable  cx)nsideration.  The  Portland  Bank  v.  Stubbs,  6 
Mass.  R.  422 ;  AbboU  on  Shipp.  323. 

Nor  can  the  Court  regard  the  suggestion  that  the  cotton  is 
amply  sufficient  to  repay  the  respondents  their  advances,  and 
also  to  satisfy  the  fi^ight  I  am  furnished  with  no  evidence 
showing  the  fact  to  be  so.  It  is  accordingly  unnecessary  to 
inquire  what  rule  of  law  would  govern,  if  such  a  state  of  facts 
existed. 

There  would  be  a  serious  difficulty  in  receiving  testimony 
on  the  part  of  the  libellant,  in  the  present  shape  of  the  plead- 
ings, showing  that  the  cotton  was  injured  by  country  dam« 
age '  when  laden  on  board,  if  the  suit  had  been  brought  by 
the  shipper.  The  libel  avers  that  it  was  shipped  in  good 
order  and  well-conditioned.  The  answer  admits  that  fact. 
Accordingly,  independent  of  the  effi^ct  and  operation  of  the 
bill  of  lading  making  the  same  assertions,  it  would  be  against 
the  well-settled  principles  of  Admiralty  proceedings  to  receive 
evidence  contradictory  to  the  averments  and  admissions  of 
the  pleadings  on  the  same  point.^ 

The  libellant,  under  the  pleadings  and  bill  of  lading,  was 


I  Dealers  in  cotton  are  accustomed  to  call  damage  received  by  cotton  while 
it  is  yet  in  the  country  where  it  is  grown,  as  contradistinguished  from  such  as 
is  received  on  board  ship,  country  damage, 

^  See  Davis  v,  Leslie,  antey  123. 
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bound  to  deliver  the  cargo  of  cotton  to  the  respondents  in 
good  order  and  well-conditioned  ;  and  it  being  fully  proved 
on  their  part,  that  when  delivered  to  them  it  was  damaged  by 
water  and  injured  to  an  amount  greater  than  the  balance  of 
freight  unpaid,  they  are  entitled  to  withhold  tiiat  fireigfat, 
either  by  way  of  recoupment  of  damage,  or  upon  the  ground 
that  the  libellant  cannot  maintain  an  action  on  the  contract, 
without  showing  that  its  requisitions  have  been  fully  com- 
plied with  on  his  own  part  The  Ship  Nathaniel  Hooper, 
3  Sumn.  U.  649 ;  Jordan  v.  The  "Warren  Insurance  Company, 
1  Storpy  JR.  362 ;  The  Schooner  Good  Catharine,  7  Cra/Hck, 
363 ;  McAlister  v.  Reab,  4  Wend.  483,  affirmed  8  Wend.  109. 

The  delivery  to  the  respondents  in  lighters,  to  unlade  the 
ship,  cannot  4)e  regarded  such  an  acceptance  of  the  cotton,  on 
their  part,  as  to  conclude  them  from  showing  that  it  did  not 
conform  to  and  fulfil  the  stipulations  of  the  bill  of  lading.  It 
is  not  the  usage,  nor  in  most  instances  would  it  be  practica- 
ble, for  consignees  to  inspect  and  examine  shipments  when 
delivered  from  the  ship.  A  reasonable  opportunity  must  be 
allowed,  after  packages  and  bales  come  into  their  possession, 
to  ascertain  whether  they  correspond  in  quantity  and  condi- 
tion with  the  shipping  •  documents,  and  the  liability  of  the 
master  and  owner  remains  undischarged  during  that  period. 

The  damage  complained  of  in  this  case  was  not  external 
and  exposed  to  view  when  the  goods  were  landed,  but  to  its 
chief  extent  was  internal,  and  only  discoverable  by  opening 
and  separating  the  contents  of  the  bales.  The  disbursements 
and  charges  on  the  part  of  the  respondents  in  making  such 
examination  were  (261.40,  which  sum  they  insist  they  are 
entitled  to  retain  from  the  freight  The  libel  admits  payment 
of  the  residue  of  the  freight,  and  only  demands  this  balance. 
Under  the  facts  in  evidence  1  think  that  they  cannot  enforce 
the  payment. 

Decree  for  respondents j  toUh  costs. 
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The  Joshua  Barkeb. 

A  Teoel  haying  on  hoard  a  cai)^  of  floarfor  transportation,  capsized  at  her  wharf 
before  sailing,  and  the  cai^  was  much  damaged.  The  carriers  mif^ht  easilj 
have  communicated  with  the  owners  of  the  cargo,  and  sought  instructions  as  to 
the  disposal  of  it ;  hut  they  neglected  to  do  so,  and  sold  the  cargo  upon  their 
own  authority,  at  auction  ;  after  which  the  vessel  sailed,  and  in  due  time  arrived 
at  the  port  of  delivery. 

Hdd,  1 .  That  the  sale  of  the  flour,  under  these  circumstances,  was  an  unlawful 
conversion  by  the  carrier. 

2.  That  the  owners  of  the  cargo  were  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the 
caigo  at  the  port  of  delivery,  deducting  freight  and  charges,  and  adding  interest 
on  the  balance. 

3.  Thnt  the  value  of  the  cargo  should  be  computed  by  the  market  price  at  the 
port  of  delivery,  at  the  time  of  the  arrival  of  the  vessel,  it  appearing  that  except 
for  the  accident,  the  cargo  would  at  that  time,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things, 
have  been  delivered ;  with  a  privilege,  however,  to  the  owner  to  claim  the  amount 
realized  upon  the  sale  of  the  goods  at  auction. 

Of  the  allowance  of  costs  upon  exceptions  to  a  commissioner's  report  made  in  the 
alternative. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem^  by  James  M.  Hoyt  and  Jesse  Hoyt 
against  the  bark  Joshua  Barker,  to  recover  the  value  of  goods 
shipped  on  bocurd  that  vessel,  bat  never  delivered  pursuant  to 
the  afireightment. 

The  owners  of  the  vessel  intervened  by  claim  and  answer, 
and  contested  the  action. 

The  facts  in  the  case  were,  that  in  October,  1847,  the  libel- 
lants  shipped  on  board  the  vessel  at  Albany,  for  transporta- 
tion to  the  city  of  New  York,  a  large  quantity  of  flour,  to  be 
there  delivered  to  consignees.  The  bark  was  secured  to  the 
wharf  at  Albany  in  such  manner,  that  on  the  falling  of  the 
tide,  after  the  flour  was  laden  on  board,  she  capsized  and 
sunk.  This  was  on  October  8, 1847,  On  the  following  day 
she  was  raised,  and  the  flour  taken  out  and  immediately  sold 
by  order  of  the  owner  of  the  vessel,  without  any  communica- 
tion with  the  consignees  or  libellants,  who  were  then  in  Neyr 
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York.  The  bark  was  pumped  out|  laden  with  lomber,  and 
despatched  to  New  York,  where  she  arrived  on  the  15Ui  of 
October,  bringing  to  Kbellants  the  first  intelligence  received 
by  them  of  the  loss  of  the  flour. 

The  cause  came  before  the  Court  for  bearing  on  the  mtnti, 
in  February,  1848,  when  the  Court,  by  interlocutory  decree, 
detenniued  that  the  libellants  were  entitled  to  recover  in  the 
suit  the  value  of  the  flour,  and  directed  a  reference  to  a  com- 
missioner to  ascertain  and  report  its  value  "  at  the  time  when 
the  libellants  were  deprived  of  it." 

On  the  hearing  before  the  commissioner,  the  libellants  con- 
tended that  they  were  entitled  to  recover  the  market  value  of 
the  flour  at  New  York  city  on  the  15th  of  October,  (the  day 
of  the  bark's  arrival  at  that  port,)  with  interest  from  that  day, 
but  deducting  freight  The  claimants  insisted, — first,  that 
they  were  not  responsible  for  more  than  the  amount  received 
firom  the  auction  sale,  which  they  claimed  fixed  the  value  of 
the  flour  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit ; — and,  second,  that  at 
most  they  were  not  liable  for  more  than  the  market  value  of 
the  flour  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 

The  commissioner  reported  that  the  market  price  in  New 
York,  of  €uch  flour  as  that  shipped  by  the  libellants,  was,  on 
the  8th  of  October,  $4,290.50,  and  that  it  was  on  the  15ft 
of  October,  $4,491 ;  referring  it  to  the  Court  to  determine 
which  valuation  the  libellants  were  entitled  to  recover.  He 
also  reported  the  amount  due  for  freight  and  for  interest 

The  sum  received  by  the  claimants  from  the  auction  sale 
of  the  flour  was  $3,648.88. 

The  cause  now  came  up  on  exceptions  by  the  daimants  to 
the  commissioner's  report. 

E.  Ellingwoodf  in  support  of  the  exceptions. 

C.  Van  Santvoordl  and  Henry  E.  Dod^e^  opposed. 

I.  By  the  phrase  •*the  time  when  the  libellants  were  de- 
prived of  the  use  of  their  properly,"  referred  to  in  the  decree, 
in  the  connection  in  which  it  is  used,  and  in  reference  to  the 


APRIL,  184a  217 


Tke  Joshua  Barker. 


siibjeol-niatter  of  the  suit,  most  be  undarstood,  the  time  when, 
voder  the  circuin&taiices  of  this  ease,  the  cktimante  should 
have  delivered  the  property  in  question  in  New  York.  This 
eonstmctioa  is  according  to  the  rule  of  law^  and  the  only  one 
wMcb  will  aifoid  the  libellants  adequate  indemnity.  Arthur 
V.  The  Cassius,  2  Slarif^  IL  81 ;  Amory  i;«  McGregor,  If 
Jdkm$4  24 }  Sedgmtk  on  Damages^  370,  B72r  Upon  a  con- 
tract to  deliyer  goods,  the  general  rule  of  damages  for  noD- 
ddlivefy  is  the  market  value  of  the  goods  at  the  time  and 
place  of  the  promised  delivery;  S  OreenL  Ev.  215,  §  261. 
The  same  principle  applies  to  this  case^  See  The  Commer- 
ci^  Bank  v.  Kortright,  22  Wend.  348,  and  eases  dted. 

IL  Instead  of  sdling  the  flour  without  consulting  the  own* 
era,  wliich  they  might  have  done  in  a  few  minutes  by  telv- 
graph,  the  claimants  should  have  put  the  flour  back  again, 
and  it  should  have  been  delivered  at  New  York  on  the  arrival 
of  the  boat  on  the  Idth  of  October  last,  when,  for  the  first 
time,  the  libellants  had  notice  of  the  loss  of  their  property. 
The  damage  to  the  flour  would  then  have  been  measured  by 
the  difference  between  what  the  flour  sold  for  and  the  market 
value.  There  was  no  necessity  for  selling  it,  and  the  claim- 
ants had  no  right  to  sell  it  Arnold  v*  Hallenbake,  5  Wend. 
33.  As  to  the  time  of  delivery,  the  extent  of  the  oairier's 
liability  is  to  deliver  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  what  time 
is  reasonable  must  depend  on  the  circumstances  of  each  par*' 
ticular  case.  Story  on  Bailm.  §  545  a,  ed«  1846 ;  House  v. 
The  Lexington,  2  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  4. 

IIL  The  libellants,  therefore,  ask  for  a  decree  far  the 
amount  found  due  upon  the  valuation  of  the  flour  of  the  15th 
of  October  last,  the  time  of  the  arrival  at  New  York  of  the 
Barker,  and  of  the  first  notice  to  the  libellants  of  the  loss. 

IV.  But  if  the  UbeUants  are  not  entitled  to  the  amount 
found  due  on  that  valuation,  then,  altiiough  this  does  not 
amount  to  an  indemnity,  they  ask  for  a  decree  for  the  amount 
found  due  on  the  valuation  of  the  8th  and  9th  of  Octobet 
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last,  when  the  property  was  wrongfiilly  sold  at  a  sacrifice,  and 
the  money  withheld  from  the  libellants,  to  force  tiiem  to 
agree  to  the  claimants'  terms. 

V.  The  allowance  of  interest  is  expressly  provided  for  in 
the  decree,  and  is  proper  in  this  case.  In  cases  where  interest 
has  been  withheld  on  the  valae  at  the  port  of  destination,  in 
suits  against  carriers,  it  has  been  expressly  on  the  ground  that 
the  loss  complained  of  happened  by  misfortune,  without  any 
fatdt  or  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  carrier.  It  was  not  mis- 
fortune, but  gross  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  claimants  to 
sell  the  flour,  and  retain  the  use  of  the  proceeds,  (neariy 
$4,000,)  and  during  a  time  when  money  has  been  worth  raoie 
than  legal  interest  There  never  was  a  case  where  interest 
was  disallowed  when  the  defendants  had  converted  or  received 
the  proceeds  of  the  property ;  and  this  is  the  foundation  of 
the  rule  allowing  interest  in  actions  of  trover. 

Betts,  J.  The  answer  admits  that  the  flour  was  taken  out 
of  the  bark  at  Albany,  after  her  disaster,  and  immediately 
sold,  and  that  the  sale  was  made  without  authority  from  the 
libellants.  It  is  matter  of  notoriety  that  communication 
could  have  been  had  with  the  owners  of  the  flour  at  New 
York  in  a  few  minutes,  by  telegraph,  and  their  instructions 
thus  tedten  on  the  subject ;  and  also,  that  the  regular  mail 
conveyance  by  steam  from  Albany  to  New  York  and  back,  is 
made  within  forty-eight  hours,  while  by  the  ordinary  running 
of  the  steamboats,  a  special  messenger  could  have  obtained 
orders  in  New  York,  and  returned  with  them  to  Albany  within 
twenty-four  hours.  Under  these  circumstances,  Ubie  acts  of  the 
claimants,  in  making  peremptory  sale  of  the  flour  at  their  own 
discretion,  immediately  on  the  bark  being  raised  was,  in 
respect  to  the  rights  of  the  libellants,  unnecessary  and  wrongs 
ful.  The  libellants  were  accordingly  entitled  to  charge  the 
claimants  with  the  fall  value  of  the  flour  laden  on  the  vessel 
and  not  delivered  at  the  port  of  destination,  as  tortiously  dis- 
posed of  by  them. 
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No  case  of  necessity  for  the  sale  being  shown  by  the  claim- 
ants, the  fact  in  proof  that  subsequently  to  the  sale  they  de- 
manded of  the  libellants  the  allowance  of  an  account  against 
them,  amounting  to  (1,175.15,  arising  upon  prior  distinct 
tzansactions,  before  they  would  pay  over  the  proceeds  of  the 
flour,  indicates  that  the  claimants  assumed  the  power  to  dis- 
pose of  the  flour  at  their  own  discretion,  and  having  its  avails 
in  hand,  to  force  the  libellants  to  a  settlement  of  antecedent 
dealings  between  them,  as  a  condition  to  their  accounting  for 
the  conversion  of  the  property.  Common  carriers  cannot 
coerce  payment  of  debts  in  that  manner  out  of  property  com- 
mitted to  them  for  conveyance.  This  would  be  an  abuse  of 
the  bailment,  amounting  to  a  trespass.  They  have  not  power, 
in  any  emergency,  to  sell  the  entire  bcdlment,  so  as  to  give  a 
purchaser  title  to  it  against  the  bailor  or  shipper.  Arnold  v. 
Hallenbake,  5  Wend,  23.  Upon  the  general  principles  of  mer- 
cantile law  the  libellants  are  entitled  to  the  full  value  of  the 
property  at  the  port  of  delivery.  Watkin  v.  Laughton,  8 
Johns.  213;  Amory  v.  McGregor,  15  lb.  24;  Brackett  v. 
McNair,  14  lb.  170 ;  Gillingham  v.  Dempsey,  12  Serg.  Sf  R. 
188 ;  12  Bam.  4*  Aid.  932.  And  the  wrongful  disposal  of  it 
also  justifies  imposing  interest  on  carriers.  See  same  cases. 
Interest  is  the  appropriate  recompense  in  case  of  loss  of  prop- 
erty by  the  fault  or  misconduct  of  another.  17  Pick.  1 ;  21 
lb.  659 ;  1  Mete.  172 ;  Stevens  v.  Low,  Bill,  13?. 

The  exceptions  raise  the  question  whether  the  libellants 
can  demand  more  than  the  value  of  the  flour  at  the  time  it 
might  have  been  reasonably  delivered  at  New  York  if  it  had 
not  been  sold.  This  point  becomes  material,  because  between 
the  9th  of  October,  when  the  bark,  in  her  ordinary  course  of 
navigation,  might  have  reached  New  York,  and  the  15th,  the 
time  of  her  actual  arrival  after  being  raised,  the  price  of  flour 
was  materially  enhanced.  The  commissioner  reports  the  dif- 
ference upon  this  shipment  to  amount  to  0200.50. 

The  delay  of  the  vessel  in  this  case  was  merely  temporary. 
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The  accident  did  not  diaable  her  from  completing  her  voyage, 
and  it  was  well  known,  when  the  flour  was  tajteo  oat  and 
sold,  that  the  bark  was  uninjured,  and  that  she  could  be  im* 
mediately  despatched  to  her  port  of  destination*     The  ilMe^ 
juption  was  no  more  than  a  circumstance  which  prolonged 
bar  voyage.    The  delivery  of  the  flour  at  New  York  on  the 
Ifith  could  incontestably  have  been  made  within  the  under- 
taking of  the  claimants,  and  the  libeUants  must  then  have 
accepted  it,  subject  to  compensation  for  the  injury  it  bad 
received.     Carriers  by  water  are  liable  for  the  actual  value  of 
goods  withheld  or  lost,  without  legal  excuse,  computed  at  the 
time  when  the  goods  might  have  been  delivered  at  the  plaoe 
pf  destination.    Arthur  v.  The  Cassius,  2  Siory^  81 ;  House  v. 
The  Lexington,  2  N.  Y»  Leg.  Obs.  4.    The  arrival  of  the  ves- 
sel herself  (she  not  having  made  intentional  deviation)  on 
which  the  goods  were  laden,  would  ordinarily  be  received  u 
satisfactory  evidence  of  the  time  at  which  the  delivery  might 
reasonably  have  been  made.     Casualties  which  should  retard 
tiie  arrival  beyond  the  usual  period  would  not  vary  the  rale 
so  as  to  enable  the  consignee  to  charge  the  carrier  upon  tb? 
footing  of  a  wilful  or  unreasonable  delay,    Accordinglyi  when 
^e  goods  are  sold,  or  applied  to  the  necessities  of  the  ship 
during  the  voyage,  the  measure  of  compensation  to  the  owner 
is  the  clear  net  value  at  the  {>ort  of  destination,  as  the  market 
stands  on  the  failure  of  the  ship  to  deliver  the  goods ;  with 
the  privilege,  however,  to  the  owner,  to  take  the  sum  for 
which  the  goods  actually  sold.     AbboU  on  Shipp*  456.     And 
the  inquiry  as  to  value  does  not  seem,  from  the  authorities, 
to  turn  at  all  upon  the  consideration,  whether  without  the 
accidental  delay,  the  goods  would  have  come  into  a  better 
market     In  a  case  of  tort,  the  owner,  doubtless,  might  have 
taken  either  period  for  fixing  his  damages ;  that  at  which  the 
wrong  was  done  and  his  property  destroyed  or  converted,  ot 
that  at  which  he  might  have  had  possession  of  it  but  for  the 
wrongful  act ;  and  where  he  has  notice  he  might  be  compelled 
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to  declare  at  once  his  election.  Bat  I  do  not  pursue  that 
question,  because  the  laches  of  the  claimants  prevented  the 
libellants  insisting  upon  having  the  jwroperty  delivered  to  them 
in  its  then  condition,  which  could  have  been  easily  and  safely 
done  in  a  few  hours ;  and  also,  because  the  arrival  of  the  ves- 
sel, notwithstanding  her  misadventure,  was  in  a  reasonable 
time  after  the  flour  was  laden  on  board ;  and  the  libellants 
are,  accordingly,  entitled  to  take  the  time  of  her  arrival  as 
that  at  which  the  value  of  her  cargo,  put  on  board,  shall  be 
determined. 

I  think  that  the  finding  of  the  commissioner,  that  the  flour 
was  worth  in  New  York,  on  the  15th  of  October,  $4,841,  is 
justified  by  the  proofs.  x 

In  addition  to  the  deduction  of  $350,  admitted  by  the  libel 
and  answer  to  be  properly  allowable,  the  fireight  firom  Albany 
to  New  York,  amounting  to  070,  is  also  to  be  deducted  as 
composing  in  part  the  value  of  the  flour  at  New  York.  The 
libellants  will  therefore  take  a  decree  for  the  balance,  of 
|4,421,  with  interest  thereon  firom  October  15, 1847,  to  the 
date  of  the  final  decree,  together  with  their  costs  to  be  taxed. 

Costs  will  not  be  allowed  to  either  party  upon  the  excep- 
tions. They  are  not  allowed  against  the  claimants,  because 
the  report  is  in  the  alternative,  and  does  not  fix  definitely 
the  sum  with  which  they  are  chargeable,  and  because  they 
are  not  allowed  by  it  the  fireight  to  which  they  are  entitled. 
And  costs  are  not  allowed  against  the  libellants,  because  the 
claimants  are  defeated  upon  the  merits  of  the  exceptions  to 
the  report,  and  because  the  refusal  of  the  commissioner  to 
allow  the  fireight,  was  the  consequence  of  the  inadvertent 
admissions  of  the  claimants  in  their  own  answer. 

Decree  according'^. 
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T9B  H.  B,  FosT^a. 

There  is  no  determinate  rule  of  law  absolately  distinguishing  towage  service  from 
salvage  service. 

Salvage  service  is  such  service  as  is  reudeved  in  rMcve  or  relief  of  proper^  at  aes, 
IB  imminent  peril  of  loss  or  deterioratipn. 

Towage  service  is  aid  rendered  in  the  propulsion  of  a  vessel,  &C.,  irrespective  oC 
any  circumstances  of  peril. 

Towing  may  be  a  salvage  service,  when  performed  in  aid  of  a  vessel  in  distrsss. 

Where  there  is  a  hiring  or  bai^gain  bona  Jidt^  and  free  from  fraud  ar  mistake,  for 
aid  to  be  rendered  by  one  vessel  to  another  in  distress,  the  terms  of  such  agree- 
ment are  adhered  to  as  the  rule  of  compensation ;  but  where  no  agreement  is 
made,  the  rate  of  remuneration  for  such  services  is  to  be  governed  by  the  cod- 
siderations  applicable  to  salvage  cases. 

A  vessel  laden  with  a  valuable  cargo,  being  overtaken  by  a  storm  while  entering 
^e  harbor  of  her  port  of  destination,  was  left  by  her  crew,  wholly  crippled  and 
nnnavigabic,  and  in  a  situation  where  a  recurrence  of  severe  weather  might  have 
produced  a  total  loss,  yet  lying  in  the  mouth  of  the  liarbor  and  within  ready 
reach  of  asiistanoe.  A  steamer,  engaged  in  the  business  of  towing  vessels  to 
and  fro  in  the  harbor,  went  out  to  her  relief,  reaching  her  just  as  another  steamer 
of  like  occupation  was  approaching,  with  a  view  to  render  similar  assistance, 
■and  took  her  in  tow  and  brought  her  up  to  the  wharf ;  the  entire  time  consumed 
1>eing  five  hours,  and  the  severi^  of  the  storm  having  abated^ 

HM^ — 1.  That  this  was  a  oase  for  salvi^  oompensatioii,  and  .90I  oa«  of  men 
itowsge  service. 

2.  That  it  was  not  a  case  of  legal  derelict,  nor  one  entitling  the  salvora  to  ex- 
traordinary compensation. 

3.  That  $250  was  a  reasonable  compensation  ft>r  the  service  rendered. 

A  mere  attempt  to  negotiate' a  compromise  of  a  claim  at  an  amount  specified,  un- 
accompanied with  a  tender  or  direct  olfer  to  pay  such  amount,  does  not  operate 
as  an  equitable  bar  to  costs. 

This  was  a  libel  im,  rern^  by  Orooiidates  Mauran  and  others, 
the  master  and  owners  of  the  steamboat  SamsoO)  against 
the  schooner  fi.  B.  Foster,  to  recover  compensation  for  sal* 
vage  senrioes  rendered  to  that  vessel.  ' 

The  facts  in  the  case,  as  they  appeared  by  the  pleadings 
and  proofs,  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

W.  K  Thorn  and  W.  Q.  Morton^  for  the  libellants. 

Frcmcis  B.  OiUtinff^  for  the  claimants. 
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I.  The  libellants  have  not  establiahed  a  case  which  entitles 
ttiem  to  any  extraordinary  compensation  for  their  services* 
AHhoagh,  upon  the  afternoon  of  Saturday,  they  had  reason 
to  believe  that  the  lives  of  those  supposed  to  be  on  board  of 
the  schooner  were  in  jeopardy,  they  both  declined  to  assume 
any  lisk  or  hazard  themselves,  and .  neglected  to  impart  their 
information  to  others  who  might  have  volunteered  to  assist 
those  then  believed  to  be  in  distress. 

IL  The  ease  lacks  all  the  elements  of  a  case  of  meritorious 
salvage  service,  as  these  elements  are  stated  in  The  Clifton. 
(8  Hcbgg.  Adm.  R.  120.)  Nor  are  there  any  circumstances  con- 
nected with  the  towing  of  the  schooner  which  entitle  libel- 
lants to  any  unusual  compensation.  No  lives  were  saved, 
and  the  schooner  was  in  perfect  safety  when  the  steamboat 
reached  her. 

IIL  The  conduct,  on  Sunday  morning,  of  those  on  board 
the  steamboat,  shows,  in  several  particulars,  more  eagerness  to 
secure  a  prize  than  to  save  property.  1.  Another  steamboat 
WH»  on  her  way,  and  was  in  sight  of  the  schooner.  The  libel- 
lants, in  their  haste,  slipped  the  cables,  and  left  the  schooner 
without  ground  tackling  to  protect  her  in  case  of  accident* 
2.  They  omitted  the  obvious  duty  of  attaching  a  buoy  to  the 
anchors,  so  as  to  mark  the  spot  where  they  were  left.  Their 
excuse  that  the  anchors  were  twisted,  ought  not  to  avail  them, 
because  they  made  no  effort  to  extricate  them.  They  pretend 
that  they  could  not  find  the  brakes  of  the  windlass ;  but  there 
ought  to  have  been  handspikes  or  other  means  belonging  to 
Ae  steamboat  by  which  the  anchors  could  have  been  ex* 
tdcated. 

lY.  In  The  Neptune  (1  W.  Bob.  300,)  it  was  held  that  sal- 
vors must  show  that  they  possessed  skill  commensurate  with 
tiieir  vocation  and  condition  in  Ufe,  and  adequate  to  the  de- 
mands of  the  service  which  they  undertook  to  perform.  In 
the  present  case,  it  appears  that  the  Samson  started  for  the 
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relief  of  a  vessel  in  distress,  with  a  crew  short  by  one  man, 
and  ignorant  of  the  soundings  and  navigation,  and  withont 
handspikes  or  other  means  to  get  up  anchors. 

V.  The  steamboat  was  absent,  engaged  in  rendering  the 
service,  only  about  five  hours.  Under  the  circumstances, 
the  libellants  ought  to  be  allowed  little  if  any  more  than  a 
mere  remuneration  pro  opere  et  labore.  The  case  can  scarcely 
be  considered  a  case  of  salvage  service  ;  and  if  it  was  some- 
thing more  than  mere  towage,  the  schooner  having  sustained 
some  damage,  yet  the  compensation  ought  not  greatly  to 
exceed  towage  compensation.  The  Reward,  1  W,  Bob.  174 ; 
H.  B.  M.  Frigate  Thetis^  3  Hoffg.  Adm.  R.  62.  Here  the 
claimants  offered  $150,  or  three  times  the  ordinary  com- 
pensation allowed  by  the  usage  of  the  harbor  for  towage  for 
an  equal  length  of  time ;  and  went  so  far  as  to  inquire  if  $260 
would  be  satisfactory,  intimating  a  willingness  even  to  pay 
that  sum  to  avoid  litigation.  The  libellants  ought  to  have 
accepted  this  offer,  or  at  all  events  to  have  manifested  some 
disposition  to  settle  npon  reasonable  terms ;  instead  of  which 
they  hastened  to  file  their  libel,  and  demanded  fifty  per  cent 
on  the  vessel  and  cargo. 

VL  Even  in  cases  of  derelict,  the  rule  is  not  invariable  that 
one  half  should  be  awarded.  The  principle,  as  now  estab- 
lished, is,  that  a  reasonable  compensation  shall  be  given  ;  but 
the  amount  is  discretionary.     Abbott  on  Shipp.  666. 

VIL  The  schooner  was  not  a  legal  derelict.  She  was 
fastened  by  her  anchors  within  the  bay  of  New  York.  The 
spes  recuperandi  was  not  gone,  nor  was  the  ammtis  revertendi 
abandoned.  Her  crew  intended,  as  the  testimony  shows,  to 
have  returned.  Under  these  circumstances  she  was  not  dere- 
lict.    The  Bee,  Ware,  832 ;   The  Upnor,  2  Bagg.  Adm.  R.  a 

E,  Paine,  for  the  claimants  of  the  cargo. 

Betts,  J.     The  libellants,  owners  and  master  of  the  steam- 
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boat  Samson,  fbr  liienuelves  and  otbersi  demand  a  salvage 
Qompensation  for  the  relief  and  rescue  of  the  schgoner  H.  B. 
Foster  and  her  cargo. 

The  fiacts  upon  which  the  decision  rests,  only  will  be  stated ; 
and  they,  upon  the  pleadings  and  proofs,  are  these : — 

The  schooner,  on  March  26, 1847,  arrived  inside  of  Bandy 
Hook  from  St  Croix,  with  a  cargo  of  sugar,  rum,  and  molas- 
ses, €>l  about  ^12fi00  value.  The  schooner  was  worth  from 
$1,600  to  $2,000,  dismantled,  and  about  |3,000  when  fitted 
&»sea. 

She  anchored  under  the  West  Bank  at  about  half-past 
■even,  P.  M.  It  came  on  to  blow  a  gale,  with  a  heavy  storm 
of  snow  and  rain ;  and  daring  the  night  the  schooner  dragged 
hoc  anchors,  and  continued  to  drag  the  next  day,  till  half-past 
efle,  P.  M.  The  masts  were  cut  away  at  eight  A.  M.  Wind 
was  N.  and  W.  N.  W. 

About  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  next  day,  (Sati* 
orday,  the  27th,)  the  storm  ceased  and  the  wind  moderated. 
The  schooner  struck  bottom  two  or  three  times  after  the  masts 
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were  cut  away,  but  not  with  violence,  and  no  injury  was  pro- 
duced by  it     She  made  no  water  in  consequence. 

She  had  dragged  a  distance  of  two  and  a  half  miles  to  the 
Eastern  Bank,  and  brought  up  in  from  thirteen  to  fifteen  feet 
water,  at  nearly  low  tide,  on  her  outside,  and  about  eleven 
feet  on  the  shoalest  side,  and  distant  about  four  miles  from 
Coney  Island,  and  six  ot  seven  from  Sandy  Hook. 

The  sea  broke  over  her  the  last  time  at  about  three,  P.  M., 
and  at  about  four,  P.  M.  she  struck  once.  The  pilot  stated 
that  the  master  and  crew  were  frightened  at  her  striking. 
When  she  last  struck,  the  master  jumped  from  his  berth,  and 
said,  '<  This  won't  do ;  we  must  go  ashore."  The  crew  all 
rushed  to  go  ashore.  All  on  board,  nine  in  number,  immedi- 
ately left  the  schooner  in  a  small  boat  for  Sandy  Hook,  tak- 
ing nothing  from  the  vessel.  The  wind  was  still  blowing 
hard,  and  so  as  to  render  it,  in  the  opinion  of  the  pilot,  very 


226  CASES  IN  ADMIRALTY. 

The  H.  B.  Foster. 

dangerous  to  attempt  going  to  Sandy  Hook;  a  distance  of 
six  or  seven  miles,  in  that  boat, — more  dangerocis  even  than 
to  remain  with  the  schooner. 

The  next  morning  (Smiday)  the  wind  was  firesh,  bat  not  so 
as  to  render  it  dangerous  for  steamboats  to  navigate  the  bay, 
or  to  go  to  and  alongside  the  schooner. 

The  principal  employment  of  the  steamboat  Samson  is  to 
tow  vessels  to  sea  from  New  York,  and  in  from  sea  to  tiie 
port,  and  also  to  go  to  the  assistance  of  vessels  within  and 
outside  the  harbor,  requiring  aid.  When  engaged  for  such 
service,  her  compensation  is  $10  per  hour,  fit>m  the  time  of 
leaving  on  the  expedition  to-  her  return.  This  is  the  commcm 
rate  allowed  steam-tugs  in  the  harbor  for  that  description  of 
services,  others  also  being  engaged  in  it.  When  no  bargain 
is  made,  and  either  party  refuses  to  be  governed  by  the  cus- 
tomary price,  the  rate  is  adjusted  upon  the  principle  of  a 
qiumtum  meruit. 

About  noon  on  Saturday,  the  schooner  was  seen  by  a  pwr- 
son  residing  near  the  light-house  on  Staten  Island.     He  went 
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to  the  wharf  of  the  libellants  on  the  Island,  to  give  notice  of 
her  situation.  A  letter  was  written  to  the  master  of  the  Her- 
cules, (another  steamer  employed  in  towing,  &c.,  and  owned 
by  the  owners  of  the  Samson,)  then  in  New  York,  super- 
scribed to  be  ^  on  urgent  business."  In  the  absence  of  the 
master  of  the  Hercules,  it  was  delivered  to  the  master  of  the 
Samson,  between  four  and  five,  P.  M .,  of  that  day. 

It  stated,  '<  There  is  a  vessel  of  about  200  tons  lying  in  the 
lower  bay,  with  all  her  masts  gone.  She  is  between  the  East 
Bank  and-  Romer,  and  requires  immediate  assistance,  as  the 
sea  is  making  a  complete  breach  over  her,  rendering  it  impos- 
sible for  her  to  be  seen,  except  at  intervals." 

The  wind  at  the  time  was  blowing  so  heavily  that  the 
master  of  the  Samson  decUned  going  down,  and  said  he 
should  not  be  able  to  assist  another  vessel,  or  do  more  than 
take  care  of  his  own  boat  in  such  weather,  but  he  would  go 
for  her  if  the  wind  lulled. 
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Steam  was  put  on  the  boat,  and  she  was  kept  in  a  con- 
dition to  leave  till  between  nine  and  ten,  P.  M.  The  master 
then  left  her  and  went  to  his  house,  with  orders  to  have  steam 
on  again  at  four  the  next  mornipg.  He  was  cidled  at  that 
hour,  but  considered  the  wind  too  violent  to  justify  his  going 
out  At  five,  he  concluded  the  wind  had  abated ;  he  got 
under  way  for  the  schooner,  and  finding  he  could  navigate 
safely,  he  kept  on  slowly  to  her,  and  reached  her  between 
seven  and  eight,  A.  M.  These  are  the  representations  on  the 
part  of  the  libellants. 

The  weight  of  evidence  in  the  case  is,  decidedly,  that  the 
weather  at  that  time  had  become  moderate,  so  as  to  render  it 
perfectly  safe  for  boats  of  the  size  and  power  of  the  Samson 
to  go  to  and  from  the  schooner,  and  tow  her  in  any  part  of 
the  bay.  She  was  brought  up  to  the  Quarantine  in  tow  by 
the  Samson,  a  little  after  nine  o'clock,  and  the  whole  time 
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she  was  engaged  in  going  and  returning  to  the  city  was  about 
five  hours. 

The  tug  was  run  close  to  the  quarter  of  the  schooner,  near 
enough  for  one  of  the  men  to  jump  on  board.  A  hawser  was 
secured  to  the  bow  of  the  schooner,  her  cables  slipped,  (being 
foul,  which  rendered  it  difficult  to  raise  her  anchors  promptly,) 
and  she  was  then  towed  up  to  the  city,  without  impediment 
or  difficulty. 

This  general  outline  of  the  facts  is  sufficient  to  bring  under 
consideration  the  two  main  questions  on  the  merits  discussed 
between  the  counseL  These  are — first,  whether  the  services 
rendered  the^chooner  were  salvage  services  or  mere  towage — 
and,  second,  if  they  are  regarded  as  salvage  services,  whether 
the  schooner  was  at  the  time  derelict,  so  as  to  entitle  the 
salvors  to  the  scale  of  compensation  usually  applied  in  cases 
of  derelict 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  determinate  rule  of  law  which  dis- 
criminates towage  service  firom  salvage.  It  is  manifest  that 
eircumstances  may  exist  rendering  towage  the  most  efficient, 
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if  not  the  only  service,  which  can  be  affordea  in  saving  prop- 
erty and  life.  A  dismantled  and  disabled  ship  of  large  bur* 
den,  filled  with  passengers,  may  be  thus  rescued  by  a  verf 
small  vessel,  wholly  inadequate  even  to  reoeiving  on  boaid 
the  sufferers  on  the  wreck.  It  has,  therefore,  never  seemed  t6 
me  that  any  advance  was  made  towards  solving  the  question, 
whether  a  service  was  salvage  in  its  character,  and  to  be 
rewarded  as  such,  by  proving  that  it  was  performed  by  tow^ 
ing  only. 

K  there  is  any  intrinsic  difference  between  towage  and 
salvage,  it  would  appear  to  be  only  that  salvage  service  must 
always  be  that  given  in  rescue  or  relief  of  property  in  imxni- 
nent  peril  of  loss  or  deterioration,  while  towage  may  be 
applied  merely  in  aid  of  a  vessel  against  adverse^winds  or 
tides,  or  in  difficult  passages,  while  she  is  in  possession  of  bcr 
ordinary  powers  of  locomotion. 

Sir  Stephen  Lushington  says,  in  the  case  of  The  Bewaf^ 
(1  W.  Rob.  177,)  "  mere  towage  service  is  confined  to  vessels 
that  have  received  no  injury  or  damage^  and  mere  towage 
reward  is  payable  in  those  cases  only  where  the  vessel  receiv* 
ing  the  service  is  in  the  same  condition  she  would  ordinaxily 
be  in  without  having  encountered  any  damage  or  accident/' 

In  that  case,  a  ship  going  to  sea  grounded.  She  was  got 
off  with  the  loss  of  her  two  best  anchors  and  cables,  and  with 
the  starboard  end  of  the  windlass  and  bulk-head  earned  away. 
She  was  proceeding  back  to  repair  damages,  when  she  fell  in 
with  a  steam-tug,  and  accepted  its  services  to  tow  her  into 
the  dock.  She  tendered  £17,  which  was  the  rate  established 
for  towing  (greater  distances)  by  the  company  owning  the 
tug.  The  tender  was  refused,  and  the  Court  held  the  service 
was  salvage,  and  awarded  X80.  1  W.  Rob.  176.  See,  alsO) 
2  lb.  294. 

In  The  London  Merchant,  (3  Hoffg.  Adm.  R.  396,)  £400 
idlvdge  was  allowed  a  steam-tug  for  towing  a  vessel  off  the 
rocks  and  into  harbor.     See,  also.  The  Meg  Meiriles,  3  Hogg* 
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Adm,  R,  346,  and  note.  No  other  assistance  than  towing 
was  Tendered  by  The  United  Kingdom,  and  £800  salvage 
was  awarded.  3  Bc^g,  Adm.  R.  401,  note  ;  S.  P.,  The  Eail 
Grey,  lb,  386  ;  The  Traveller,  i&.  370. 

Sir  John  Nicholl  lays  down  the  rule,  that  if  towage  leads 
to  the  rescue  of  a  vessel  from  danger,  it  should  be  remune- 
rated as  salvage.  The  Isabella,  3  Hogg,  Adm.  R.  428.  In 
The  Industry,  (3  Hogg.  Adm.  K  203,)  £143  salvage  was 
awarded  a  pilot  smack  for  towing  a  brig  into  Cowes'  roads. 
See,  also,  The  Sussex,  lb.  339. 

The  condition  of  the  schooner  was  such,  when  the  Samson 
came  to  her,  as  to  constitute  the  assistance  given  her  a  salvage 
of  vessel  and  cargo,  in  the  proper  acceptation  of  the  term. 
She  was  utterly  unmanageable  and  helpless,  and  without  a 
crew  or  guard  to  protect  her  and  the  cargo.  It  was  no  less 
80  than  if  the  libellants  had  boarded  the  schooner,  fitted  up 
masts,  sails,  and  steering  apparatus,  and  brought  her  into  port 
by  such  means  of  self-navigation,  or^iad  even  transferred  her 
cargo  to  the  steamer.  The  difference  would  only  have  been 
in  the  greater  amount  of  labor,  exposure,  and  peril. 

So,  also,  compensation  is  awarded  upon  a  common  prin- 
ciple, whatever  may  be  the  method  by  which  the  relief  is 
effected. 

The  cases  above  cited  afford  sufficient  exemplifications  of 
the  application  of  the  rule,  where  the  service  has  been  by 
towing,  to  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  fortifying  it  by  fur- 
ther references. 

When  there  is  a  hiring  or  bargain,  bondfidey  without  fraud 
or  mistake,  the  terms  of  such  agreement  are  adhered  to  as 
the  rule  of  compensation.  But  if  no  agreeitient  is  made,  set- 
tling the  terms  on  which  aid  will  be  given  by  one  vessel  to 
another  in  distress,  remtmeration  is  awarded  with  regard  to 
considerations  appropriately  governing  salvage  cases.  The 
Britain,  1  W.  Rob.  40 ;  The  Betsey,  2  lb.  167 ;  The  True 
Blue,  lb.  176 ;  The  Mulgrave,  2  Hc^g.  Adm.  R  70 ;  The 
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Traveller,  3  76.  372.  The  same  principle  may  be  considered 
as  involved  in  The  Zephyr,  2  Bagg.  Adm.  JR.  43.  Sir  John 
NichoU,  however,  intimates  that  if  an  engagement  even  were 
made  to  tow,  unforeseen  circnmstances  may  convert  such 
towage  into  a  salvage  service.  The  Isabella,  3  Hogg.  Adm, 
iJ.428. 

On  the  second  topic  of  discussion,  I  do  not  deem  it  import- 
ant to  review  the  cases  relied  upon  on  ea<5h  side,  or  weigh 
very  scrupulously  the  facts  or  principles  connected  with  the 
subject ;  for  if  it  be  conceded  that  the  schooner  for  the  time 
being,  and  when  taken  in  charge,  was  technically  a  derelict 
in  respect  to  her  crew,  that  circumstance  would  in  no  way 
determine  the  scope  of  compensation  to  which  the  libellants 
would  be  entitled.     Abbott  an  Shipp.  6o0,  notes. 

She  was  not  derelict,  in  the  sense  of  being  at  the  time 
helpless  of  relief  except  by  the  aid  of  these  Ubeliants.  She 
lay  safely  at  anchor  in  the  bay.  The  danger  of  the  storm 
was  over.  She  had  been  seen  the  day  previous  from  Staten 
Island,  and  that  morning  she  was  visible  from  Sandy  Hook, 
and,  of  course,  would  be  from  the  nearer  vicinity  of  Coney 
Island  and  Staten  Island.  Another  steamboat  was  directly 
in  the  rear  of  the  Samson,  going  down  the  bay,  for  the  pur- 
pose, among  other  objects,  of  looking  out  for  this  schooner. 
The  Boston,  1  Sumn.  337. 

Contingencies  might  occur  in  her  then  condition  and  posi- 
tion, making  it  highly  desirable  and  advantageous  to  ber  to 
be  immediately  taken  into  port  But  prospective  and  possi- 
ble calamities  which  might  attend  her  remaining  there,  do  not 
constitute  a  case  of  imminent  peril,  especially  where  other 
resources  for  aid  and  relief  are  at  hand.  The  Emulous,  1 
Sumn,  21c». 

The  circumstances  amount,  in  my  judgment,  simply  to  a 
case  of  salvage  of  a  vessel  laden  with  a  valuable  cargo,  wholly 
crippled  and  unnavigable,  and  placed  in  a  situation  where  a 
recurrence  of  severe  weather  might  have  produced  a  total 
loss ;  but  lying  in  the  mouth  of  her  port  of  destination,  at 
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ancbor,  and  within  ready  reach  of  assistance,  with  competent 
aid  going  to  her  relief,  and  abeady  very  near  to  her,  when  the 
libellants  took  her  in  possession. 

But  I  regard  the  allegation  of  the  defence  set  up  that  the 
steamer  Duncan  C.  Pell  was  surreptitiously  prevented  by  the 
libellants  from  relieving  the  schooner,  as  not  supported  by  the 
proofs.  There  is  probable  cause  to  suspect  it  was  known  on 
bofurd  the  Samson  that  the  Pell  contemplated  running  to  this 
wreck,  but  it  being  proved  that  other  vessels  in  the  vicinity 
were  aground,  or  injured  from  the  effects  of  the  storm,  tl^re 
might  be  reasonable  grounds  with  the  master  of  the  Samson 
to  suppose  the  Pell  was  not  specially  destined  to  the  schooner, 
and  was  out  on  a  general  adventure,  to  give  assistance  where 
it  might  be  desired.  It  was  well  known  to  the  Samson  that 
the  Pell  was  employed  ordinarily  in  towing  vessels,  and 
affording  them  assistance  as  required. 

Both  steamers  were  wreckers  as  well  as  towing-boats,  and 
it  is  to  be  assumed,  that  after  the  tempest,  they  would,  in  pur- 
suit of  their  vocation,  be  on  a  cruise  to  render  aid  wherever 
it  might  be  needed,  and  that  their  object  would  be  mutually 
well  understood ;  and  neither  was  bound  to  give  place  to  the 
other,  and  avoid  visiting  a  wreck  which  she  supposed  her 
oompetit(»r  might  intend  going  to.  Although  this  fact  does 
nor  take  away  a  just  claim  to  compensation,  it  is  certainly 
not  without  influence  in  determining  whether  the  interposition 
of  the  Samson  was  valuable  to  the  salved. vessel,  in  an  emi- 
nent degree ;  and  so,  also,  it  becomes  an  element  of  weight 
in  determining  the  salvage  to  be  awarded. 

The  particulars  in  evidence  in  the  cause  tend  to  diminish 
any  daim  to  extraordinary  compensation  for  the  services  ren- 
dered. Had  the  Samson  gone  down  and  relieved  the  schooner 
and  her  crew  on  Saturday  afternoon,  when  apprised  of  their 
situation,  her  gallantry  and  exposure  in  the  act,  equally  with 
the  rescue  of  life  and  property,  then  in  serious  hazard,  would 
have  entitled  her  to  the  highest  grade  of  reward.     The  Clif- 
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ton,  3  Hdgg.  Adm.  K  117.  Bat  on  Sanday,  bo  fiu  as  the 
danger  to  the  steamboat  or  her  crew,  or  tiie  safety  of  those 
board  the  schooner  was  concerned,  the  aspect  of  things 
wholly  changed.  Hie  libellants,  as  is  most  natural,  magnify 
their  labors  and  exposure,  but  facts  independent  oi  thenr  tes- 
timony demonstrate  that  the  service  could  have  been  no  mote 
than  a  very  ordinary  one,  for  with  less  than  her  fnll  comple* 
ment  of  men,  the  tug  ran  the  distance  to  the  wreck,  fotstened 
to  her,  and  towed  her  alongside  of  the  wharf  in  New  York,  ia 
fi^i  hours. 

The  evidence  of  other  witnesses  on  the  bay  at  the  time 
shows  the  weather  to  have  become  fine,  and  it  is  also  to  be 
remarked  that  the  Samson  was  not  taken  from  or  delayed  in 
€H;her  business,  or  subjected  to  hazard  which  might  jeopard 
her  insurance  as  if  only  a  passenger  or  freight  boat,  for  this 
was  no  more  than  part  and  parcel  of  her  daily  and  ordinary 
employment  in  towing  vessels  in  and  out  of  the  harbor,  or 
giving  assistance  to  those  in  distress. 

The  original  libel,  filed  on  the  2d  of  April,  alleged,  « that 
on  Sunday  morning,  Blarch  28,  about  6|  o'clock,  as  the  libel- 
lant,  &c.,  in  the  steamboat  Samson,  was  going  down  below 
the  Narrows  to  look  for  vessels  coming  in  and  needing  a  tow* 
boat,  he  discovered  the  schooner,"  &c. 

l%is  averment  was  substituted  on  the  15th  by  an  amend- 
atory one,  alleging  that  the  boat  went  down  in  consequence 
of  a  previous  notice,  6oe. ;  but  the  claimants  have  a  right  to 
invoke  that  allegation  as  an  admission  on  record,  attested  by 
oath,  in  corroboration  of  evidence  showing  that  the  tug  did 
not  go  out  of  her  common  line  of  business,  or  assume  a  haz- 
ard beyond  what  was  incident  to  her  calling,  and  was  antici- 
pated ;  and  no  fair  ground  for  doubt  exists  that  if  she  had 
been  applied  to  by  any  person  interested,  she  would  have  gooe 
down  and  towed  in  the  schocmer  that  morning,  for  the  usuXd 
compensation  of  $10  per  hour. 

No  such  agreement  having  been  made,  she  is  now  entitled 
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to  lay  the  case  before  the  Court,  and  demand  payment  com- 
mensurate to  the  merit  of  the  act,  considered  as  a  salvage 
flervicc. 

The  claimants  impute  to  the  libellants  a  want  of  due  skill 
and  care  in  not  raising  the  anchors  of  the  schooner,  and  also 
in  slipping  the  cables  without  attaching  buoys  to  them ;  and 
that  they  have  been  compelled  to  pay  other  wreckers  $75  for 
searching  for  and  raising  the  anchors,  and  restoring  them  to 
the  schooner.  I  think,  however,  on  the  proofs,  that  as  the 
cables  -were  foul,  and  considerable  time  must  have  been  nec- 
essary to  extricate  them  and  raise  the  anchors,  and  as  the 
tide  was  falling,  and  there  might  be  danger,  in  case  of  a  slight 
swell,  that  the  schooner  in  that  depth  of  water  would  ground 
on  the  bank  so  as  either  not  to  be  easily  moved  off,  &c.,  or  by 
thumping  to  spring  a  leak,  to  the  injury  of  the  cargo,  the 
coarse  taken  by  the  libellants  was  prudent  and  justifiable,  not 
to  risk  the  vastly  greater  value  of  vessel  and  cargo  for  the 
purpose  of  saving  the  anchors,  even  if  their  total  loss  might 
ensue  from  slipping  the  cables.  Such  loss  was  not  to  be 
apprehended,  as  the  shoalness  of  the  water  and  the  known 
position  of  the  schooner  would  leave  little  doubt  that  they 
could  be  easily  recovered  in  calm  weather. 

After  the  libel  was  filed,  the  owner  of  the  schooner  sought 
a  compromise  with  the  libellants.  He  claimed  that  they  were 
responsible  to  him  for  the  value  of  the  anchors  and  chain- 
cables,  but  proposed  to  settle  the  matter  by  relinquishing  that 
claim,  and  paying  $150.  That  proposition  they  peremptorily 
refused.  He  then  inquired  whether  an  oflfer  of  $250  would 
be  accepted,  and  was  given  to  understand  that  would  be  re- 
jected also.  * 

The  libellants  claim  a  large  percentage  upon  the  proved 
value  of  the  schooner  and  cargo,  say,  $14,000 ;  and,  on  the 
digument,  it  is  put  at  firom  one  third  to  one  moiety,  the 
familiar  allowance  in  cases  of  derelict  or  desperate  stranding. 
Abbott  on  Shipp.  666,  note  1. 

20* 
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Enough  has  abeady  been  stated  to  evince  tiiat  the  Court 
does  not  regard  the  libellants  entitled  to  any  extrac»dinaiy 
compensation.  I  have  perused  all  the  cases  cited,  in  which 
the  subject  has  been  passed  upon ;  but  it  is  manifest,  Hiat 
beyond  the  recognition  of  the  general  principles  composing 
the  doctrine  of  salvage  reward,  and  a  few  facts  of  a  pervad- 
ing and  permanent  character  which  may  serve  as  guides  to 
the  discretion  of  the  Courts,  the  cases  must  each  have  been 
determined  essentially  upon  particulars  peculiar  to  itselL 

Other  circumstances  being  alike,  steamboats,  as  having  the 
ability  to  render  more  prompt  and  efficacious  assistance  than 
sail  vessels,  are  encouraged  by  a*  more  liberal  reward.  The 
Raikes,  1  Hogg.  Adm.  K  266.  This  is  most  rightfully  so, 
when  they  turn  aside  from  their  voyage,  or  leave  other  pur- 
suits to  go  as  mere  volunteers  to  vessels  in  distress. 

This  doctrine  has  certainly  less  force  applied  to  them  as 
professional  wreckers  and  towers.  Their  intrinsic  superiority 
to  sail  vessels  for  such  service,  vnll  secure  them  the  preference 
in  tiiat  employment  when  they  can  be  obtained,  and  thus  the 
.calling  of  itself  will  be  sufficiently  encouraging  and  advan- 
tageous, without  the  aid  of  the  8tin:iulus  of  high  salvage 
jewards.  , 

At  most,  in  reference  to  mere  harixNr  service,  and  that  ren- 
dered about  the  mouths  of  their  own  ports,  it  as  by  no  means 
manifest,  that  steamers  whose  regular  pursuit  is  to  tow  and 
relieve  vessels,  should  be  regarded  as  meriting  a  reward  out 
of  all  relation  and  proportion  to  what  would  have  been 
accepted  as  satisfactory  on  a  fair  bargain  for  their  services. 
When  the  steamer  is  employed  under  contract,  she  receives 
full  pay,  whether  she  brings  ift  the  vessel  she  is  sent  for  or 
not,  and  of  consequence  can  affcnrd  to  place  a  lower  price  on 
lier  employment  than  if  the  enterprise  was  entirely  at  her 
own  expense  and  risk.  This  consideration  should  not  fc 
overlooked  in  measuring  the  reward  in  this  ease,  where  the 
libellants  assumed  the  hazard  of  wasting  the  day  at 
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0WI1  cbfurge,  with,  perhaps,  exposure  of  the  boat  and  her 
fuchinefy  to  more  or  less  damage ;  and  it  certainly  would 
tend  lo  retard  tbeir  adventuring  in  like  undertakings  without 
the  security  of  an  express  promise,  if  they,  after  assuming  the 
hazard  and  expense  and  loss  of  time  without  reward,  were 
still  to  be  left,  as  to  compensation,  on  the  same  footing  as  if 
under  regular  hire. 

Giving  the  most  liberal  weight  to  these  oonsiderations,  and 
viewing  this  case  in  the  light  of  its  special  circumstances,  I 
shall  award  the  libellants  $250,  and  their  taxed  costs. 

No  ofier  of  payment  was  made  by  the  claimants  in  such 
manner  as  to  operate  an  equitable  bar  to  costs.  No  more 
was  done  by  the  claimant  than  attempt  at  negotiation  for 
compromise.  On  failing  in  this  he  should  have  made  a  reg- 
ular tender,  if  he  relied  upon  his  offer  as  amounting  to  full 
satisfaction  of  tiie  demand. 

The  charge  of  embezzlement  against  the  libellants  I  con- 
fully  repelled  by  the  proofs.  Decree  accordingly. 


The  Bay  State. 

A  iteam  vessel  running  into  harbor,  or  through  the  common  tboroaghfare  of  other 
▼essels,  is  bound  to  take  extra  precaution  against  collision  with  sailing  vessels ; 
and  in  the  night,  or  in  case  of  a  fog,  must  move  with  great  circumspection,  or 
even  lay-to  or  anchor,  according  to  the  danger  of  encountering  other  vessels. 

A  sailing  vessel  at  anchor  or  Ijing-to  in  a  dark  night  or  in  a  dense  fog,  is  also 
bonnd  to  take  such  precaations  as  may  be  in  her  power,  to  give  warning  of  her 
position  to  other  vessels,  whether  steamers  or  vessels  under  canvas,  which  may 
be  nearing  her. 

Under  the  nsnges  of  navigation  upon  Long  Island  Sound,  the  blowing  a  horn,  the 
ringing  a  bell,  or  the  beating  apon  an  empty  barrel  or  upon  an  anchor,  is  a  rea^ 
•ooable  preeaation  which  a  sailing  vessel  lying-to  in  a  fog  is  bound,  as  towards 
a  steamer  which  may  come  in  collision  with  her,  to  take,  in  warning  off  such 
steamer.    ( Since  reversed . ) 

The  rule  of  eqnal  contribntion  should  be  applied  in  cases  of  damage  caused  by  a 
collision  for  which  both  colliding  vesaeU  are  mataaUy  in  foalt. 
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This  was  a  libel  in  rem^  by  Goldsmith  WeUs  and  others, 
owners  of  the  schooner  Oriana,  against  the  steamboat  Bay 
State,  4x>  recover  damages  for  a  collision  between  tho36  ves- 
sels. 

The  facts  out  of  which  the  action  arose,  are  fiilly  stated  in 
the  opinion. 

Francis  B.  ChUting',  for  the  libellants. 

Darnel  Lord^  for  the  claimants. 

Betts,  J.  The  facts  directly  pertinent  to  the  merits  of  this 
case  are  these : — The  schooner  Oriana,  laden  with  coal,  on  a 
trip  to  New  Bedford,  was,  at  six  o'clock,  on  the  morning  of 
August  13, 1847,  at  a  point  distant  about  six  miles  to  the 
southeast  of  Watch  Hill  Light,  and  about  thirty-five  miles 
from  Newport  She  had  her  sails  up  and  was  under  way, 
but  there  was  nearly  an  entire  calm,  and  the  vessel  was 
making  little  or  no  progress  through  the  water.  There  was  a 
dense  fog  at  the  time,  so  thick  that  vessels  could  not  be  seen 
a  distance  beyond  one  hundred  to  two  hundred  feet  off. 

The  steamboat  Bay  State  had  lain-to  on  account  of  the 
fog  at  Mount  Hope,  and  left  Newport  between  three  and  four 
o'clock,  A.  M.,  that  morning.  She  was  running  at  the  rate 
of  sixteen  miles  the  hour,  and  came  within  one  hundred  to 
one  hundred  and  fifty  feet  of  the  schooner  before  discovering 
her. 

So  soon  as  the  steamer  was  discerned  firom  the  schooner, 
the  crew  of  the  latter  cried  out  with  ail  their  force,  and  the 
cry  was  indistinctly  heard  on  the  steamer.  The  steamer  was 
then  pointing  to  about  midships  the  schooner.  Her  engine 
was  stopped  as  quickly  as  possible,  her  helm  thrown  aport, 
and  all  the  sheer  given  her  that  the  space  permitted.  She 
struck  the  schooner  on  her  larboard  quarter,  twelve  or  four- 
teen feet  from  her  stern ;  the  schooner  sunk  in  a  few  minutes, 
and  with  her  cargo  was  a  total  loss.  The  vessels  were  in 
effect  on  the  open  sea,  being  east  of  Block  Island,  and  in  the 
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lower  pcurt  of  Narsagansett  Bay,  with  nothing  intervening  on 
the  east  and  south  between  them  and  the  ocean. 

It  is  the  practice  of  this  steamboat  to  mn  in  the  open  parts 
of  her  .passage,  through  fogs,  at  h^  full  speed,  determining 
her  position  by  her  course  and  time.  On  this  occasion,  the 
master  and  two  pilots  were  in  the  wheel-house,  keeping  a 
look-out,  and  a  man  was  stationed  at  the  large  bell  of  the 
boat  to  ring  it  from  time  to  time  in  wsirning  to  other  vessels. 
The  bell  had  been  rung  immediately  before  the  collision.  It 
was  proved  that  the  beating  of  her  wheels,  on  the  approach 
€f  the  steamer,  could  be  heard  on  the  water,  in  a  calm,  four- 
teen or  fifteen  miles,  and  in  ordinary  weather  from  six  to 
•even  miles.  The  large  bell  is  heard  usually  from  one  to  four 
miles. 

The  schooner  had  anchored  the  night  previous  about  four 
miles  firom  Watch  Hill,  on  account  of  the  fog,  and  lay  there 
until  5  A.  M.  of  this  day.  She  was  got  under  way  with  a 
light  breeze,  and  ran  by  compass  E.  by  N.  about  20  minutes ; 
and  the  breeze  then  having  died  away,  she  was  hove  to,  head* 
iiig  S.  S.  EL,  the  water  being  free  from  swell,  and  smooth. 
She  lay  about  20  minutes,  when  the  steamer  was  seen  ap- 
proaching her  from  the  eastward,  about  one  hundred  feet  ofL 
During  the  night,  .while  at  anchor,  persons  were  kept  on  her 
deck,  beating  with  sticks  on  empty  hogsheads,  at  short  inter- 
vals, to  give  warning  to  other  vessels.  The  testimony  shows 
that  noises  from  pounding  on  empty  casiLs  and  anchors  on 
board  vessels  are  heard  in  the  night  time,  or  in  a  fog,  on 
board  steamers  under  way,  a  sufficient  distance  off  to  enable 
tiiem  to  keep  clear  of  vessels  giving  the  signal.  In  this  case, 
it  was  proved  that  those  on  board  the  schooner  heard  the 
steamer  approaching  fifteen  minutes  before  the  collision. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  decided  that  vessels  propelled  by 
steam,  and  running  into  a  harbor,  or*  through  a  common 
thoroughfare  of  other  vessels,  will  be  held  chargeable  with 
the  consequences  of  collisions,  when  kept  at  high  speed  dur- 
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ing  the  night,  or  in  weather  so  thick  that  objects  in  their  way 
cannot  be  discerned  at  a  distance  sufficient  to  afford  time  to 
escape  them.  Bullock  v.  The  Steamboat  Lamar,  8  Law  Rep. 
276 ;  The  Perth,  3  Hagff.  Adm.  R.  414 ;  The  Rose,  2  W.  Rob.  1 ; 
The  Neptune,!  (MSS.)  February,  1847. 

No  blame  is,  however,  to  be  implied  against  steamers  who 
use  their  full  power  out  on  the  high  seas,  and  when  there  is 
no  indication  of  other  vessels  in  their  track,  and  when  no 
circumstances  are  known  to  them  importing  the  necessity  of 
extraordinary  caution. 

The  place  of  the  disaster  in  question  partook  of  both  chai^ 
9,cters.  It  was  strictly  on  the  open  sea,  on  the  ocean,  as 
distinguished  from  the  navigation  of  the  Sound ;  but  it  was 
only  a  few  miles  from  land,  and  in  the  range  of  vessels  seek- 
ing ports  in  Rhode  Island  or  Massachusetts  from  the  Sound, 
or  coming  into  the  Sound  from  those  places,  or  going  out  to, 
or  coming  in  from  the  sea. 

The  master  of  the  steamboat  is  chargeable  with  knowledge 
of  these  facts,  and  he  would  have  been  bound  to  take  proper 
precautions  against  meeting  or  overtaking  sailing  vessels  in 
that  vicinity,  if  the  wind  had  been  sufficient  to  enable  them  to 
run  with  their  sails.  Then  the  darkness  and  obscuritv  frx>m 
fog  would  impose  on  him  the  necessity  of  moving  with  great 
circumspection,  and  so  as  to  be  enabled  to  stop  or  change 
the  direction  of  his  boat  in  the  shortest  time,  or  he  might  be 
required  to  lay  her  to,  or  anchor  her,  according  to  the  danger 
or  probability  of  encountering  other  vessels  in  motion.  In 
such  case,  he  could  not  discharge  himself  of  all  obligation  to 
further  care  and  watchfulness,  by  merely  rendering  the  steam- 
boat motionless*  He  would  be  bound  to  exercise  every  rea- 
sonable and  appropriate  means  at  his  command  to  prevent 
other  vessels  running  upon  his,  to  warn  them  of  his  position 
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by  ringing  his  bell,  blowing  off  steam,  or  giving. other  notice 
that  woxdd  be  equally  advantageous  to  them.  The  same 
principles  must  apply  to  the  conduct  of  all  vessels. 

A  sailing  vessel  at  anchor,  or  lying-to  in  a  dark  night  in  a 
harbor,  or  where  other  vessels  may  be  expected  to  pass,  must 
show  a  light,  or  collisions  with  her  will  be  imputed  to  that 
neglect.  When  the  darkness  is  occasioned  by  mist  or  fog, 
and  a  light  will  not  aid  to  designate  her  position,  there  would 
seem  to  devolve  upon  her  the  duty  of  using  correspondent 
means,  for  instance,  as  was  done  by  the  schooner  the  night 
before  the  collision,  to  give  notice  by  noises  sufficient  to  reach 
other  vessels  nearing  her. 

If,  then,  the  schooner,  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  is  to  be 
«  regarded  as  on  the  ocean,  and  excused  from  giving  warning 
to  other  vessels  in  that  position,  the  steamer  would  be  equally 
fireed  from  her  obligation  to  keep  at  a  low  speed,  and  would 
be  entitled  to  run  as  on  the  high  seas,  and  a  collision  between 
the  two  vessels,  under  such  circumstances,  would  be  a  com- 
mon misfortune  and  an  accident,  without  blame  to  either 
pariy. 

But,  in  my  judgment,  this  is  a  case  of  clear  fault  in  both 
parties.  The  schooner  lying-to  in  a  calm,  and  having  heard 
the  steamboat  approaching  her  for  fifteen  minutes,  and  know- 
ing she  was  not  discoverable  from  her  by  sight,  was  bound  to 
to  give  warning  by  such  noises  as  might  probably  reach  the 
steamer.  She  was  not  driven  to  devise  something  to  that 
end  in  sudden  alarm  and  confusion.  She  had  passed  the 
night  in  the  use  of  the  very  precaution  adapted  to  the  occa- 
sion, and  it  was  only  necessary  to  repeat  it  on  this  emergency. 
Upon  the  evidence  of  the  pilots  and  mates  of  the  steamboat, 
that  like  noises  were  frequently  heard  by  them  in  fogs,  and 
the  steamer  was  thus  enabled  to  govern  its  course  safely,  it  is 
fair  to  presume  this  accident  might  have  been  thus  wholly 
prevented. 

It  was  manifestly  hazardous  to  run  the  steamboat  in  that 
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state  of  the  weather,  when  the  darkness  prevented  her  seeing 
any  object  more  than  a  hundred  yards  ahead,  and  at  a  speed 
so  great  that  with  ereiy  exertion  of  her  powerful  engine  she 
eonld  not  be  stopped  on  the  water  in  less  than  fonr  or  five 
minutes'  time,  during  which  her  momentum  must  ptobaI]fy 
force  her  ahead  a  quarter  or  one  third  of  a  mile. 

The  doctrine  commonly  accepted  and  applied  in  this  Court 
is,  that  the  libellant  cannot  recover  for  a  collision,  if  it  appeal 
to  have  been  caused  in  any  manner  by  his  own  misconduel 
or  fault,  although  he  shows  the  other  vessel  to  have  been 
in  fault  also.  The  Emily,^  (MSS.)  April,  1845 ;  AbbM  am 
Shipp.  303,  note  1 ;  and  that  the  rusticum  judicium  reeognized 
in  many  high  authorities,  which  apportions  the  loss  equally 
between  both  parties,  (3  Kent^  231;  AbboU  on  Skipp.  305,) 
applies  only  to  cases  where  it  b  undiscoverable  upon  the 
proofs  where  the  blame  actually  lies.  This  is,  however,  the 
first  case  which  has  occurred  in  this  Court,  where  the  qae» 
tion  was  distinctly  propounded,  whether  in  case  of  coUision 
and  loss  of  property  by  the  mutual  fault  of  both  parties,  the 
rule  of  contribution  should  be  applied. 

I  confess  myself  better  satisfied  with  the  fiuniliar  doctxine 
of  the  common  law,  that  in  cases  where  both  parties  are  to 
blame,  no  recovery  of  damages  can  be  had  by  either.  Kent 
V.  Elstop,  3  Easty  18 ;  Vanderplank  v.  Miller,  1  Mood,  8f  M, 
169.  The  English  Admiralty  has,  however,  distinctly  laid 
down  the  opposite  rule,  (The  Woodrop  Sims,  2  Dods.  IL  83,) 
and  that  case  has  been  constantly  adhered  to  since.  AbboU 
on  Shipp.  230 ;  Siory  on  Bailm,  §  608  a,  note. 

Judge  Story  regards  it  the  settled  law*  of  modem  maritime 
States,  and  he  traces  it  to  a  high  antiquity  in  the  continental 
codes,  ( Story  on  Bailm,  §§  608,  610,)  and  it  has  been  recog^ 
nized  in  several  American  decisions  of  respectable  charactn 
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and  weight.  Beeves  v.  The  Constitution,  Oilp.  579  ;  Rogers 
t.  The  Brig  RiYal,  9  Law  Rep.  28 ;  The  Scioto,  11  Law  Rep. 
16 ;  S.  C.  5  JV:  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  442.  The  case  of  Shroud  v. 
Foster,  (1  Bow*  92,)  admits,  by  implication,  the  existence 
and  validity  of  the  rule,  although  that  point  was  not  em- 
braced within  the  decision ;  and  in  the  case  of  Waring  v. 
Clarke,  (6  Bow.  603,)  Mr.  Justice  Woodbury  adverts  to  the 
rule  of  contribution  between  vessels,  both  of  which  were  cul- 
pable, as  one  of  the  settled  modes  of  exercising  Admiralty 
jmisdiction  in  cases  of  collision.     The  question,  what  is  the 

* 

proper  rule  of  damages  in  such  cases,  is  one  deserving  the 
solemn  adjudication  of  our  highest  tribunal;  but  until  it  may 
be  finally  settled  there,  I  shall  adopt  the  rule  of  apportionment 
mdicated  in  the  authorities  cited,  and  shall,  accordingly,  de- 
cree  that  a  valuation  of  the  schooner  and  cargo  be  made,  and 
that  the  libellants  recover  one  half  that  value.  No  costs  are 
to  be  taxed  by  either  party  against  the  other. 

The  ordinary  order  would  be,  that  the  loss  of  both  parties 
£pom  the  collision  be  valued,  and  that  the  equal  moiety  be 
borne  by  each ;  but  the  decree  may  be  more  simple  and 
direct  in  this  case,  as  there  is  no  proof  that  the  steamer 
leceived  any  injury. 

Decree  accordingly.^ 


1  The  case  was  appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court ;  (The  Steamboat  Bay  State, 
11  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  297 ;)  where  it  was  held,  as  in  the  District  Court,  that  the 
steamer  was  shown  to  be  in  &ult  in  her  manner  of  navigating.  But  it  was 
further  held,  that  the  proofs  in  the  cause  did  not  warrant  the  Court  to  say, 
that  as  matter  of  fact,  there  was  a  usage  of  blowing  horns,  &c.,  on  board  of 
sailing  vessels  becalmed  in  a  fog,  under  which  the  schooner  was  bound  to 
take  such  precautions  in  warning  off  the  steamer.  The  decree  was,  there- 
•  fore,  reversed,  as  to  the  point  that  the  schooner  was  herself  in  part  to  blame  ; 
and  a  decree  ordered  for  the  libellants  for  the  full  amount  of  their  damages. 

This  reversal  of  the  decision  reported  in  our  text,  has  been  by  some  of  the 

•  profession  understood  to  proceed  upon  the  ground,  that  as  between  a  sailing 

vessel  or  steamer  approaching  in  a  fog,  the  whole  duty  of  precaution  to 
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The  Abbrpoyle. 

A  diarter-party,  sounding  wholly  in  ooTeniint,  contained  agreements  on  the  psrt 
of  the  owner  that  the  Tesflel  was  fit  for  the  voya^, — that  she  shoold  take  in  m 
cargo  to  he  famished  by  the  charterer,  reserving  her  cahin  and  room  for  her 
crew,  water,  provisions,  &c^ — that  the  privilege  of  patting  on  board  steerage 
passengers  shonfd  belong  solely  to  the  charterer,  and  that  if  the  ship  should  be 
unable  to  carry  cargo  and  passengers  to  the  stipulated  amount,  there  should  he 
a  reduction  of  freight  On  the  part  of  the  charterer,  k  was  agreed  that  bs 
should  furnish  the  cai^go-— should  pay  a  stipulated  freight  and  demurrage  in  case 
of  delay  in  loading,  &c. 

Heldy  that  this  charter-party,  construed  under  the  presumption  of  law  aganist 
a  ehange  of  ownership,  and  in  the  light  of  the  acts  of  the  parties  under  it,  wm 
but  an  affreightment  for  the  voyage,  and  not  a  letting  of  the  entire  ship,  so  as  to 
constitute  the  charterer  owner  for  the  voyage. 

Ships  carrying  passengers  for  hire  stand  upon  the  same  footing  in  respect  to  their 
responsibility  in  rem  for  the  performance  of  the  passage  contract,  with  those  car- 
rying merchandise  on  freight. 


avoid  collision  rests  upon  the  steamer,  and  the  sailing  vesael  is  free  from  obli- 
gation to  employ  any  means  or  methods  of  giving  notice  of  her  proximity. 
We  suggest,  however,  that  the  decision  in  the  Circuit  Court,  fairly  construed, 
goes  no  further  than  to  hold  that,  as  matter  of  fact,  the  evidence  in  the  cose 
showed  that  none  of  the  precautions  suggested  as  having  been  within  the 
power  of  the  sailing  vessel — blowing  horns,  beating  empty  barrels,  && — 
would  have  been  of  any  practical  avail  in  notifying  the  steamer  of  the  dan- 
ger ;  and  so,  that  the  sailing  vessel  was  not  to  be  held  guilty  of  negligence  in 
fidling  to  employ  means  of  notice,  which,  if  employed,  would  in  all  proba- 
bility have  done  no  good.  The  general  principle  that  a  sailing  vessel,  aware 
of  the  approach  of  a  steamer  in  darkness  or  fog,  and  having  at  command 
adequate  means  of  giving  notice  of  her  proximity,  is  bound  to  use  those 
means,  does  not  seem  to  us  to  be  impugned  by  the  decision  in  the  Circuit 
Court  She  is  not,  however,  it  would  seem,  guilty  of  negligence  in  failing  to 
use  means,  which  it  appears  would  be  insufficient  if  used. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court,  in 
December,  1855,  upon  the  grounds  assigned  in  the  Circuit  Court.  The  case 
in  the  Supreme  Court  is  reported  imder  the  title  of  McCready  v.  Goldsmitii, 
18  Haw.  89. 
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SUpf  caiTTing  passengers  for  hire  are  liable  in  rem  for  wrongful  acts  of  the  master 
IB  his  capacity  as  sach  ;  bat  not,  it  seems^  for  acts  of  mere  personal  private  malice 
or  ill-will. 

Where  a  passenger  is  pat  on  short  aUowanoe  hr  the  mastert  the  latter  will  not  be 
presumed  to  have  acted  from  personal  malice ;  and  if  soch  short  allowance  be  • 
Tiolation  of  the  passage  contract,  the  ship  will  be  held  liable  unless  it  is  shown 
that  the  master's  conduct  was  malicious  and  wrongful. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem^  by  Peter  McDonald,  prosecuting 
for  himself  and  on  behalf  of  his  wife  and  minor  children, 
against  the  ship  Aberfoyle,  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of 
a  contract  for  the  passage  of  libellant  and  his  family. 

Samael  B.  Graves,  owner  of  the  vessel,  filed  a  claim  and 
answer.  The  cause  came  oa  for  a  hearing  upon  the  merits^ 
and  was  heard  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts,  instead  of 
on  pleadings  and  proofs.  The  facts  as  stipulated  were  sub- 
stantially as  follows : — 

The  claimant,  Samuel  R.  Ghraves,  was,  during  December, 
1846,  and  thereafter,  the  owner  of  the  Aberfoyle.  December 
9, 1846,  he  executed  a  charter-party  of  the  vessel  to  one  Wil- 
liam Quayle,  of  Liverpool,  by  which  it  was  mutually  agreed, 
amongst  other  things,  that  the  vessel  should  take  on  board  a 
cargo  of  general  goods  and  merchandise,  together  with  a  full 
legal  complement  of  steerage  passengers,  their  luggage, 
water,  provisions,  fuel,  &c. ;  that  being  so  loaded  she  should 
proceed  to  New  York ;  that  the  cargo  should  not  exceed  what 
she  could  reasonably  stow  and  carry  over  and  above  her 
cabin  and  necessary  room  for  her  crew,  water,  tackle,  apparel, 
provisions,  and  furniture ;  that  the  charterer  should  load  the 
vessel  as  aforesaid,  and  should  pay  freight  to  the  owner, 
X485 ;  that  the  privilege  of  putting  on  board  steerage  pas«- 
sengers  should  belong  solely  to  the  charterer ;  the  entire  of 
the  between  decks,  if  required,  being  reserved  for  the  accom- 
modation of  such  passengers  ;  that  the  ship-owner  should  be  ^ 
satisfied  for  the  payment  of  head-money.  The  charter* 
party  contained  no  provision  as  to  who  should  man  and  navi« 
gate  the  ship. 
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After  the  making  of  this  charter-party,  but  before  the  sail- 
ing  of  the  vessel,  William  Quayle  let  to  J.  W.  Shaw  &  Co^ 
of  Liverpool,  the  privilege  of  furnishing  all  the  steerage  pas- 
sengers to  be  taken  by  the  vessel  on  her  voyage. 

December  15, 1846,  the  libeUant  made  a  contract  with  J. 
W.  Shaw  &  Co.  for  the  passage  of  himself  and  family  in  the 
vessel  to  New  York,  for  which  he  paid  £22,  in  advance.  By 
the  terms  of  the  passengers'  contract  ticket,  executed  by  J.  W. 
Shaw  &  Co.  to  the  libellant,  they  agreed  to  provide  the  Ubel- 
lant  and  the  members  of  his  family  with  a  steerage  passage 
to  New  York,  including  space  for  luggage,  head-money,  &C., 
and  to  furnish  them  with  water  and  provisions,  as  follows: 
seven  pounds  of  bread,  biscuit,  flour,  oat-meal  or  rice,  &c,  at 
least  twice  a  week,  and  three  quarts  of  water  per  day  for  each 
adult 

December  29, 1846,  the  vessel  sailed  with  the  libeUant  and 
his  family  on  board,  and  carrying,  also,  about  one  hundred 
and  sixty  other  passengers.  For  the  first  twenty-five  days  of 
the  voyage  three  quarts  of  water  and  one  pound  of  bread 
were  given  to  each  passenger  daily,  including  the  libellant 
and  his  family.  At  that  time  the  passengers  were  put  upon 
an  allowance  of  two  quarts  of  water  per  day,  which  contin- 
ued three  weeks ;  from  that  time  only  one  quart  of  water  a 
day  was  allowed  them,  which  continued  until  March  9, 1847, 
at  which  time  the  vessel  arrived  in  New  York,  making  the 
length  of  her  voyage  sixty-nine  days.  For  the  last  ten  days 
before  the  ship  arrived  in  port,  the  passengers  were  put  upon 
an  allowance  of  half  a  pound  of  bread  a  day ;  and  during  the 
voyage  there  was  great  suffering  by  aU  the  passengers,  in- 
cluding the  libellant  and  his  family,  for  want  of  bread  and 
water. 

The  day  before  the  sailing  of  the  vessel,  Wilson,  her  mas- 
ter, was  taken  sick,  and  one  Thomas  Jones  was,  bYJhe  owner, 
appointed  master,  and  had  command  of  the  vessel  during  ner 
voyage. 
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The  cslaim  of  the  libel  was  to  recover  $500  damages* 

William  Mi  Allen,  for  libellant. 

L  Upon  the  fieu^ts  shown,  the  owner  is  liable  to  the  libeUant. 
1.  The  charter-party  is  most  clearly  a  charter  of  affreight- 
ment, sounding  in  covenant.  In  order  to  charge  the  charterer 
as  owner  for  the  voyage,  he  must  have  the  exclusive  posses- 
sion, command,  and  navigation  of  the  ship.  Abbott  on  Shipp. 
365,  notes  1  and  2 ;  8  Wkeat.5^]  18J.IL157;  4  0^.470; 
3  Kenty  220 ;  6  Pick.  248 ;  1  Oranch,  214.  The  whole  instru- 
ment  most  be  taken  and  constmed  together,  in  order  to  det»- 
mine  its  effect.  4  Cow.  470 ;  1  Sumn.  560.  Here  Qnayle  is 
described  as  merchant  and  freighter.  There  appears  to  be 
icserved  the  cabin  of  the  vessel,  and  necessary  room  for  her 
crew,  water,  tackle,  apparel,  provisions  and  furniture.  If  she 
is  detained  more  than  twelve  working  days  by  the  charterer, 
he  is  to  pay  demurrage.  He  is  to  pay  freight  to  the  owner, 
£485 ;  and  the  ship-owner  is  to  be  satisfied  for  payment  of 
head-money  for  passengers.  Moreover,  the  charter-party  does 
Bot  decline  who  shall  man  and  navigate  the  ship.  And  it  is 
a  general  rule  that  the  owner  is  bound,  notwithstanding  a 
dmrter-party,  to  put  the  vessel  in  a  suitable  condition  to  per- 
f&nn  her  voyage,  and  to  keep  her  in  that  condition  during  the 
voyage,  and  to  victual  and  man  her  for  the  destined  naviga^ 
tion,  unless  there  is  a  contrary  stipulation  in  the  charter-party, 
or  the  nature  and  object  of  the  charter<^>aTty  devolve  that  duty 
upon  the  charterer.  Abbott  an  Skipp.  323,  note  1,  and  author^ 
ities  there  cited.  This  being  the  fact,  it  is  submitted,  that 
tile  case  of  Parish  v,  Crawford,  (2  Stra.  1251,  cited  in  Abbott 
on  Shipp.  53,)  and  subsequent  cases,  show  the  owner  in  this 
case  to  be  liable.  2.  The  putting  the  libellants  on  short  allow- 
ance was  not  only  a  breach  of  the  contract,  but  it  was  a 
direct  violation  of  the  statute  law  of  England,  where  the  con- 
Inct  was  made.  5  &  6  Vict.  ch.  117,  §  6.  It  was  done  by 
the  master,  who  was  under  the  direction  of  the  owner.    The 
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common  law  of  England  and  of  this  country,  except  so  far  as 
it  has  been  altered  by  etatate,  follows  the  civil  law,  and  holds 
the  owners  responsible  for  the  acts  of  the  master  without  dis^ 
tinction  or  limitation.     The  Eebecca,  Ware,  188.     The  owner 
has  a  remedy  against  the  master.    3.  The  case  of  Chamber- 
lain V.  Chandler,  (3  Mason^  242,)  shows,  '^  that  the  contract 
for  passengers  is  not  for  mere  ship-room  and  personal  exis^ 
ence  on  board,  but  for  reasonable  food,  comforts,  necessaries, 
and  kindness ;  that  in  respect  to  females,  it  proceeds  yet  fur- 
ther, and  includes  an  implied  stipulation  against  obscenity, 
immodesty,  or  any  wanton  disregard  of  their  feelings ;  and 
that  a  course  of  conduct,  oppressive  and  malicious  in  these 
particulars,  is  no  less  punishable  in  courts  of  justice  than  pei^ 
sonal  assaults.     And  they  come  within  Admiralty  cognizanoe. 
4.  The  owner  must  be  liable  both  upon  the  consideration  of 
the  benefit  arising  from  the  ship,  which  is  the  equitable  mo- 
tive, and  also,  as  having  the  direction  of  the  persons  who  nav- 
igate the  vessel.     Though  he  did  not  receive  the  freight  which 
the  passengers  paid  for  their  passage,  yet  he  had  the  befiefit 
of  that  freight  in  general,  and  thus  had  that  equitable  motive 
which  renders   him  liable.     The  transactions  between  the 
owner  and  Quayle  and  Shaw  &  Co.  consisted  merely  in  giv- 
ing them  power  to  put  goods  and  passengers  on  board. 
Again,  Shaw  &  Co.,  in  procuring  passengers  for  the  shqi, 
acted  in  the  capacity  of  agents  for  the  ovtmer,  inasmuch  as 
the  ship  was  to  furnish  provisions  and  water,  and  not  Shaw 
&  Co.     The  owner  was  undoubtedly  aware  that  such  w^ 
the  contract,  and  such  the  law  where  the  contract  was  made, 
and  he  assumed  the  obligations  thereby  devolving  upcm  Mm, 
in  receiving  the  passengers  on  board  and  undertiddng  to  con- 
vey them  to  New  York.    5.  It  is  conceded  that  the  contract 
with  the  libeUants  to  furnish  them  water  and  provisions  was 
violated,  and  that  they  suffered  greatly  in  consequence.    Then 
can  be  no  wrong  without  a  remedy.     Now  what  is  the  rem- 
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edy  of  the  libellanis  ?  Not  against  the  captam,  because  he  is 
not  liable  upon  the  contracts  made  by  the  owner.  If  not 
against  the  captain,  it  must  be  against  the  owner. 

IL  The  libellants  may  proceed  in  rem.  1.  It  is  an  elemen- 
tary principle,  that  there  is  no  remedy  without  the  means  of 
enforcing  it.  How,  then,  are  remedies  on  contracts  enforced 
in  this  State  ?  Is  it  not  through  the  property  of  the  delin- 
quent ?  And  can  it  make  any  material  difference  with  him 
out  of  what  portion  of  his  property  the  claim  is  satisfied  ?  It 
Ir  conceded  that  the  owner  lives  in  Liverpool,  in  England ;  and 
to  say  that  the  libellants  must  return  to  Liverpool  and  prose- 
cute a  personal  action,  would  be  a  denial  of  right.  I  take  it 
to  be  law  that  when  a  tort,  or  any  other  action  for  which  the 
owner  is  liable  in  Admiralty,  has  been  committed,  a  proceed- 
ing in  rem  will  be  sustained.  The  Rebecca,  Wa/rey  188. 
2.  The  condition  of  the  owner  is  not  made  worse  by  render- 
ing the  ship  liable.  It  is  immaterial  to  him  whether  the  sat- 
•  isfaction  for  the  injury  is  made  from  the  ship  or  from  his  other 
property.  But  it  is  not  a  matter  of  equal  indifference  to  the 
hbellant,  whether  he  is  allowed  or  not  to  look  to  the  ship  for 
reparation,  as  this  is  not  only  his  best,  but  will  sometimes  be 
found  to  be  his  only  security. 

III.  This  suit  is  sustainable  upon  the  general  principles 
upon  which  rest  the  decisions  made  in  the  following  cases. 
La  Canx  v.  Eden,  Doug.  594 ;  St.  Amand  v.  Lizardi,  4  La. 
243 ;  Manro  v.  Almeida,  10  Wheat.  473 ;  Dean  v.  Angus, 
Bee's  Mm.  R  369. 

iL  EmmsUy  for  the  claimant. 

L  The  libel  states  this  *to  be  a  cause  of  iUrtreatment  and 
ihort  allowance  in  water  and  provisions^  civil  and  maritime. 
The  ill-treatment,  if  any,  consists  in  the  short  allowance  ; 
none  other  is  alleged.  Short  allowance  of  provisions,  whether 
from  failure  of  the  owner  to  put  them  on  board,  or  from 
the  captain's  wrongfully  withholding  them,  does  not  make  a 
cause  maritime^  though  the  failure  to  provide  a  passage^  or  the 
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Beceseary  accommodation  on  board  to  a  passenger,  might  be 
of  that  character*  A  passage  in  a  vessel  does  not,  in  law  or 
by  castom,  imply  the  furnishing  of  provisions.  Passengers 
frequently  provide  themselves,  and  this  is  a  matter  of  personal 
contract  dehors  the  Tnaritime  engagement,  which  can  embrace 
the  passage  only. 

IL  The  libel  alleges  an  agreement  under  which  the  libellant 
and  his  family  embarked  as  passengers,  and  by  which  a  ca-^ 
tain  allowance  of  water  and  provisions  was  to  be  famished  to 
them ;  but  as  it  avers  no  breach  of  contract  by  the  owner,  or 
any  other  party,  and  does  not  even  State  with  whom  socb 
agreement  was  made,  it  is  not  a  proceeding  ex  contractu. 

III.  The  gravamen  of  the  libel  is,  that  the  master  withheld 
from  ami  refused  to  furnish  the  water  and  provisions  to  the 
libellants,  whereby  they  suffered  great  want,  &c.,  and  ioi 
which  they  claim  damages.  The  charge  of  toithholding  im* 
plies  that  the  water  and  provisions  so  withheld  were  actually 
on  board,  but  wrongfulltf  withheld.  The  proceeding  in  this  . 
case  is,  therefore,  for  an  aUeged  tort  by  the  master. 

IV.  If  Courts  of  Admiralty  have  jurisdiction  over  torts  com- 
mitted by  a  master  of  a  vessel  against  a  passenger,  such  juris- 
diction is  in  personam,  not  in  rem.  De  Lovio  r.  Boit,  2  GalL 
472 ;  Chamberlain  v.  Chandler,  3  Masonj  242.  The  torts  of 
the  master  cannot  hypothecate  the  ship,  nor  produce  any  lien 
on  it.    2  Browned  Civ.  Sf  Adm.  Law,  143. 

V.  This  cause,  on  the  face  of  the  libel,  presents  an  actum 
of  damage.  In  actions  of  damage,  the  process  must  necessa- 
rily be  against  the  person.  2  Brovme^s  Civ.  8f  Adm.  Law, 
347. 

VL  Torts  cognizable  in  Admiralty  are  governed  by  the 
principles  of  the  common  law,  and  the  remedy  must  be  against 
the  person  who  committed  the  tort. 

YIL  All  claims  in  rem,  not  founded  on  actual  contracts  of 
hypothecation,  rest  on  the  following  principles :  That  a  ser- 
vice has  been  rendered  in  rem,  as  in  the  case  of  mariners' 
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wages,  salvage,  bottomry,  freight ;  or,  that  an  injury  has  been 
received  cA  re,  as  in  case  of  collision  of  vessels  at  sea. 

These  principles  entirely  exclude  proceedings  in  rem  for 
torts.     2  Browne's  Civ.  Sf  Adm.  LaWy  142, 143,  396,  397. 

VIIL  Though  Admiralty  may  have  jurisdiction  of  a  con- 
tract with  a  passenger  for  his  mere  passage  as  a  maritime 
caius€j  it  can  only  be  in  personam^  whether  such  contract  be 
made  by  the  owner  himself  or  by  the  captain  as  his  agent, 
because  it  does  not  come  within  any  principle  of  a  lien  in  rem^ 
either  of  hypothecation,  service  to  the  ship,  or  legal  liability 
imposed  on  or  incurred  by  it. 

IX.  The  facts  of  this  case,  as  agreed  upon  in  the  written 
statement  submitted  to  the  Court,  show : — 

1.  That  if  any  fraud  was  committed  on  the  passengers  by 
not  furnishing  the  vessel  with  a  sufficient  quantity  of  water 
and  provisions,  (which,  however  true  it  might  be,  is  neither 
alleged  in  the  libel  nor  shown,)  the  owner  of  the  vessel,  who 
now  claims,  her,  was  no  party  to  it.  He  made  no  contract 
whatever  with  the  passengers,  and  had  no  control  over  any 
such  contract  or  its  performaxpe  by  those  with  whom  the 
passengers  made  it. 

2.  That  the  master  was  innocent  of  any  connection  with 
such  a  fraud,  as  it  appears  that  he  was  only  appointed  the 
day  before  the  vessel  sailed,  in  consequence  of  the  sudden 
sickness  of  her  regular  master.  Also,  that  in  reducing  the 
allowance  of  water  and  provisions,  the  master  could  be  guilty 
of  no  tort  in  a  legal  sense,  however  much  the  libellants  may 
have  suffered,  because  that  course  was  pursued  by  him  under 
circumstances  of  peril  and  necessity,  for  the  preservation  of 
all,  including  the  libellants,  and  was,  therefore,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, a  meritorious  duty  on  his  part. 

In  any  view  of  this  case,  therefore,  either  as  founded  on 
tort  or  contract,  the  libel  should  be  dismissed,  and  the  vessel 
restored  to  the  claimant,  and  costs  awarded  to  him. 
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Betts,  J.  The  contract  proved  in  this  case  between  the 
owner  of  the  vessel  and  the  charterer  was  a  contract  of 
affireightment  for  the  voyage,  and  did  not  amount  to  snob  a 
letting  of  the  entire  ship  as  to  constitute  the  charterer  owner 
for  the  voyage.  The  rale  of  construction  of  a  charter-party, 
in  this  respect,  is  stated  by  Mr.  Abbott  to  be  as  follows: — 
^<When,  by  the  terms  of  the  charter-p&urty,  the  master  and 
mariners  are  to  continue  subject  to  the  orders  of  the  sbip^ 
owner,  he  retaining  through  them  the  possession,  manage- 
ment, and  control  of  the  vessel,  it  is  to  be  considered  as  a 
contract  to  carry  the  freighter's  goods ;  but  where  the  mo^ 
chant  engages  to  pay  a  stipulated  price  to  tiie  ship-owner  for 
the  use  of  his  ship,  by  the  month  or  year, — takes  it  and  them 
into  his  service,— receiving  the  freight  actually  earned  by  it 
to  his  own  use,  the  master  and  mariners  becoming  subject  to 
his  orders,  and  the  general  management  and  control  of  them 
and  of  the  vessel  being  given  up  to  him,— -it  is  a  demise  of 
the  vessel  with  her  crew  for  the  voyage,  or  the  term  specified; 
the  charterer  becomes  owner  pra  hdc  vice^  entitled  to  the 
rights  and  subject  to  the  responsibilities  which  attach  to  that 
character.^'     Abbott  on  Skipp.  47-52,  and  notes. 

The  case  of  Macardier  v.  The  Chesapeake  Insurance  Ck>m- 
pany,  (8  Cranchj  39,)  drew  in  question  the  construction  in 
this  respect  of  a  charter-party  of  the  following  nature  :  One 
AFDougal,  the  general  owner  of  the  brig  Betsy,  let  her  to  the 
plaintiff  by  a  charter-party  of  affreightment,  excepting  and 
reserving  her  cabin  for  the  use  of  the  master  and  mate, 
and  for  accommodation  of  passengers,  as  therein  mentioned, 
and  so  much  room  in  the  hold  as  might  be  necessary  for  the 
mariners,  and  storage  of  water,  wood,  provisions,  and  cable% 
for  a  voyage  from  New  York  to  Nantes ;  and  ATDougal,  by 
the  same  instrument,  covenanted  to  man,  victual,  and  navi* 
gate  the  brig  at  his  own  charge  during  the  voyage,  and  to 
receive  on  board  and  carry  any  shipment  of  goods  made  by 
the  pleuntiffl     The  passengers  on  board  of  the  brig  were  to  be 
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at  the  joiat  expense  of  the  parties,  and  the  passage-money 
was  to  be  equally  divided  between  tbem.  It  was  held,  upon 
4liese  facts,  that  IMPDongal  remained  the  owner  for  the  voy- 
«lge,  upon  the  general  principle  that,  where  the  general  owner 
letains  the  possession,  command,  and  navigation  of  the  ship, 
and  contracts  to  carry  a  cargo  on  freight  for  the  voyage,  the 
cfaarter*party  is  considered  as  a  mere  affireightment  sonnding ' 
in  covenant,  and  the  freighter  is  not  clothed  with  the  char- 
acter or  legal  responsibility  of  ownership.  (Citing  Hove  v. 
Groveman,  1  Ortmch^  214)  And  this  conclusion,  that  the 
owner  of  the  vessel,  notwithstanding  the  charter,  remained 
her  owner  for  the  voyage,  was  derived  in  part  from  the  fact 
that  he  retained  the  exclusive  possession,  command,  and 
management,  of  the  vessel,  and  that  she  was  navigated  at  his 
esxpense  during  the  voyage, — and  apart  from  the  circumstance 
that  the  whole  charter-party,  except  the  introductory  clause, 
^  bath  granted  and  to  freight  let,"  was  one  sounding  merely 
.m  covenant. 

In  the  case  of  the  schoon^  Volunteer,  (1  Sutmn.  556,)  the 
Bame  principles  were  applied  to  a  case  quite  analogous  to  the 
present.  The  charter-party  there,  after  naming  the  parties, 
proceeded  to  state  that  the  owner,  for  the  consideration  there- 
inafter mentioned,  ^  has  letten  to  freight  the  whole  of  the  said 
sehoonef,  with  appurtenances  to  her  belonging,  except  the 
oabin,  which  is  reserved  for  the  use  of  the  master,  and  what 
loom  is  necessary  under  deck  for  provisions,  wood,  water,  and 
cables,"  for  a  voyage  specified.  It  further  set  forth  covenants 
on  the  part  of  the  owner  and  charterers  respectively,  among 
'which  were  these : — ^that  the  owner  should  pay  aU  and  every 
diarge  of  victualling  and  manning  the  schooner,  during  the 
voyage,  and  should  furnish  the  schooner  victualled  and  man- 
ned; and  that  the-charterers  should  bear  all  other  charges, 
and  should  pay  a  specified  freight.  It  was  held  that,  upon 
the  construction  of  this  instrument,  the  general  owner  re- 
mained unquestionably  the  owner  for  the  voyage.    Mr.  Jus- 
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tice  Story  remarked,  'Hhe  yessel  was  equipped  and  manned 
9.nd  victualled  by  him,  and  at  his  expense,  during  the  voyage; 
and  he  covenanted  to  take  on  board  such  goods  during  the 
voyage  as  the  charterers  should  think  proper.  The  wfac^ 
arrangements  on  his  part,  in  these  respects,  sound  merely  in 
covenant.  It  is  true,  that  in  another  part  of  the  instrument 
it  is  said,  that  he  has  '  letten  to  freight,'  which  may  seem  to 
import  a  present  demise  or  grants  (and  not  a  mere  covenant,) 
of  the  whole  schooner  for  the  voyage.  But  this  language  is 
qualified  by  what  succeeds.  And  the  whole  schooner  is  not 
let ;  for  there  is  an  express  exception  of  the  cabin,  and  certain 
portions  of  other  room  under  deck.  If  the  whole  schoon^, 
then,  was  not  granted  during  the  voyage  on  freight,  how  is  it 
possible  to  contend  that  the  libellant  did  not  still  remain 
owner  for  the  voyage  ?  The  master  was  his  master,  appointed 
by  him,  and  responsible  to  him ;  the  crew  were  hired  and  paid 
by  him ;  and  the  victualling  and  manning  were  at  his  expense. 
He  also  retained  the  exclusive  possession  of  a  part  of  the  vessel 
for  the  voyage,  and  the  control  and  navigation  of  her  during 
the  voyage.  Taking,  then,  the  whole  instrument  together,  it 
seems  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  manifest  intent  of  the  par- 
ties that  the  charterer  should  be  owner  for  the  voyage." 

In  a  later  case,  also,  decided  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  (Certain 
Logs  of  Mahogany,  2  Sumn.  589,)  which  arose  upon  &  charter- 
party  substantiedly  analogous,  as  to  all  points  important  to 
the  present  discussion,  to  that  drawn  in  question  in  The  Vol- 
unteer, that  learned  jurist,  commenting  on  a  discrepancy  be- 
tween the  English  and  American  cases,  thus  restated  the 
American  rule :  ^  If  the  absolute  owner  does  not  retain  the 
possession,  command,  and  control  of.  the  navigation  of  the 
ship  during  the  voyage,  and  the  master  is  deemed  his  agent, 
acting  under  his  instructions  for  the  voyage,  though  autho^ 
ized  and  required  to  fulfil  the  terms  of  the  charter-party,  the 
absolute  owner  must,  under  such  circumstances,  be  still 
deemed  owner  for  the  voyage,  and  be  liable  as  such  to  all 
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persons  who  do  not  contract  personally  and  exclusively  with 
the  charterer,  by  a  sab-contract  with  the  latter,  knowing  his 
lights  and  character  under  the  4^arter-party."  And  it  was 
farther  held  in  the  same  case,  tlmt  wherever)  upon  comparing 
the  vaxions  chrases  of  a  charter-f)arty,  it  remains  doubtful 
whether  the  charterer  was  intended  to  have  the  sole  posses- 
sion and  control  of  the  vessel  during  the  voyage,  or  to  be  con- 
stituted owner  for  thei  voyage,  then  the  general  owner  must 
be  deemed  such ;  for  his  rights  and  authorities  over  the  voy-  'i 
age  must  continue,  unless  displaced  by  some  clear  and  deter-  > ' 
minate  transfer  of  them. 

Bearing  in  mind  this  presumption  against  any  transfer  of  |j 
the  ship  to  the  charterer  for  the  voyage,  I  proceed,  in  the  light 
of  the  foregoing  adjudications,  to  consider  what  construction 
is  to  be  placed  upon  the  charter-party  proved  in  this  case ; 
and,  at  the  outset,  two  distinctions  may  be  noticed  between 
the  present  case  and  those  abeady  cited.    In  each  of  the  three 
cases  just  itientioned,  stress  was  laid  in  the  decision  upon  ihe 
circumstance  that  the  charter-party  was,  for  the  most  part, 
one  sounding  in  covenant ;  but  this  was  adverted  to  with  the- 
qualification  that  there  were  also  clauses  of  a  contrary  impcnrt. 
There  is  no  such  cause  of  embarmssment  in  the  terms  of  the     j 
instrument,  now  before  the  Court.     That  instrument  is  one  ^    . 
which  rests  entirely  and  unequivocally  in  covenant  alone.     It      ^' 
contains  no  words  of  grant  or  demise  whatsoever.     It  com- 
msnces,  not  by  stating  that  the  owner  hath  ''  let  to  freight " 
the  vessel  chartered,  but  by  saying  that  ^^  it  is  this  day  mu- 
tually agreed  "  that  the  ship  shall  take  on  board  the  cargo  to 
be  famished  by  the  charterer ;  and  the  remaining  clauses  of 
the  instrument  are  not  only  dearly  in  the  nature  of  mutual 
and  re^procal  agreements^  but  are  technically  so  expressed 

The  aeoond  distinction  between  the  present  case  and  those 
which  have  been  cited  is,  that  the  charter-pariy  now  before  the 
Court  contains  no  express  provision  binding  the  owner  to  man 
and  navigate  the  ship  during  the  voyage ;  a  clause  whieh  was 
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inserted  in  each  of  the  charter-parties  in  the  cases  referred  to. 
It  was  contended  upon  the  argument,  that  the  absence  of  this 
provision  was  immaterial,  inasmuch  as,  by  a  general  rale  of 
law,  it  was  said,  the  owner  is  bound,  notwithstanding  a 
charter-party,  to  put  the  vessel  in  a  suitable  condition  to 
perform  her  voyage,  and  to  keep  her  in  that  condition  during 
the  voyage ;  and  to  victual  and  man  her  for  the  destined  navi- 
gation,  unless  there  is  a  contrary  stipulation  in  the  charter- 
party,  or  the  nature  and  object  of  the  charter-party  devolve 
that  duty  upon  the  charterer.  This  rule  was  stated  by  coun- 
sel on  the  authority  of  a  note  to  Abbott  on  Shippings  (Story 
and  Perkins's  ed.  323.)  The  cases  cited  in  that  note  probably 
support  it  so  far  as  concerns  the  obligation  of  the  owner  to 
put"  her  and  keep  her  in  suitable  condition  to  perform  the 
voyage.  One  only  of  those  cases,  however,  (Groodridge  v. 
Lord,  4  Mass.  483,)  bears  upon  the  question  of  the  obligation 
to  man  the  ship ;  and  that  case,  so  far  from  sustaining  the 
rule  contended  for,  holds  directly  the  reverse.  In  that  case, 
the  owners  of  the  vessel  brought  suit  against  the  charterers  to 
recover  moneys  in  part  paid  in  settlement  of  seamen's  wages, 
for  which  they  had  libelled  the  ship.  There  was,  in  that  case, 
in  the  charter-party,  a  stipulation  binding  the  charterers  to 
pay  the  charges  of  victualling  and  manning  the  vessel ;  but 
the  Court  remarked  that  an  action  would,  under  the  circum- 
stances, lie  for  the  owners  against  the  charterers  to  recover 
the  amount  paid,  even  without  an  express  stipulation  in  the 
charter-party,  or  any  proof  that  the  charterers  were  to  victaal 
and  man  the  ship ;  <'  for  th&t  would  be  the  effect  of  the  con- 
tract of  charter-party,  unless  it  appeared,  by  the  instrument 
itself,  that  a  different  arrangement  was  intended."  The  ab- 
sence of  any  provision  in  the  agreement  of  charter-party 
requiring  the  owner  to  man  and  navigate  the  ship  is,  th^e- 
fore,  a  circumstance  not  without  weight,  as  an  indication  that 
the  intention  of  the  parties  was  to  vest  in  the  charterer  the 
ownership  of  the  vessel  for  the  voyage.    It  is  not  conclusive 
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opon  the  question  of  intention,  however.  That  intention  is 
to  be  inferred,  not  from  a  single  clause  of  the  instrument  or  a 
dn^e  fact  in  ttie  case,  but  from  the  whole  tenor  of  the 
charter-party  throughout,  construed  in  the  light  of  all  the  facts 
proved,  which  may  be  admissible  a^  explaining  the  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  contract.  The  Volunteer,  1  Sumn.  566 ;  Cer- 
tain Logs  of  Mahogany,  2  lb,  589. 

The  question  upon  the  point  now  under  discussion  may, 
therefore,  be  stated  thus :  Does  this  charter-party,  read  con- 
nectedly and  as  a  whole,  and  with  a  proper  reference  to  the 
drcumstances  under  which  it  was  executed,  so  clearly  show 
an  intent  to  vest  in  the  charterer  the  ownership  for  the  voy- 
age, that  the  presumption  of  law  in  favor  of  the  continuance 
of  the  general  ownership  is  overcome  ?     I  think  it  dear  that 
this  question  must  be  answered  in  the  negative.    The  charter- 
party,  as  already  noticed,  sounds  wholly  in  covenant.     It 
describes  Graves,  the  claimant,  as  "  owner,"  and  Quayle,  the 
charterer,  as  ^'  merchant  and  freighter."     It  identifies  the  ves- 
sel in  part  by  the  words  *'  whereof  Wilson  is  master ; "  Wil- 
son being  the  master  appointed  by  Graves  bef^e  the  char- 
tering, and  being,  as  is  shown,  in  fact  continued  in  that 
appointment  until  the  day  before  the  vessel  sailed,  when,  in 
consequence  of  his  sickness,  a  substitute  was  placed  in  com- 
mand.    The  instrument  contains  agreements  on  the  part  of 
the  owner  that  the  vessel  is  tight,  ^tanch,  and  strong,  and 
every  way  fitted  for  the  voyage ;  that  she  shall  take  on  board 
a  cargo  to  be  furnished  by  the  charterer,  not  exceeding  what 
she  can  cairy  over  and  above  her  cabin  and  necessary  room 
for  her  crew,  water,  tackle,  apparel,  provisions,  and  furniture ; 
that  the  privilege  of  putting  on  board  steerage  passengers 
shall  belong  solely  to  the  charterer,  the  entire  of  the  between 
decks,  if  required,  being  reserved  for  such  passengers ;  and 
that  if  the  ship  shall  be  unable  to  carry  cargo  and  passengers 
to  the  stipulated  amount,  there  shall  be  a  proportionate  reduc- 
tion in  the  hire  of  the  vessel.     And  on  the  part  of  the  char- 
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terer  it  is  agreed  that  be  shall  fornish  such  a  cargo  to  is 
contemplated ;  that  he  shall  pay  freight,  £485,  and  demtir- 
rage,  if  more  than  twelve  days  are  occnpied  in  loading ;  and 
that  the  between-decks  shaU  be  calked,  &a,  at  his  esqpense. 
,  These  provisions  cleaily  indicate,  upon  the  whole,  the  intenp 
tion  of  the  parties  to  retain  in  the  owner  the  general  owner- 
ship of  the  vessel,  and  to  secure  to  the  charterer  only  rights 
in  the  nature  of  afireightment.  This  cotii^Cruction  is  also 
confirmed  by  the  conduct  of  the  parties  under  this  agreement. 
The  fstcts  are  far^  firom  countervailing  the  presumption  that 
no  change  of  ownership  was  made.  The  Remaining  questions 
in  the  case  are,  therefore,  to  be  considered  on  the  basis  of  the 
general  owner  remaining  owner  for  th&  voyage. 

Ships  carrying  passengers  on  hire  stand  on  the  same  foot- 
ing of  responsibility,  in  that  respect,  with  those  canrying  mer- 
chandise on  freight, — passage-money  and  freight  being,  in 
legal  acceptation,  equivalents.  The  liability  of  the  vessel^Jn 
specie,  upon  a  contract  of  affreightment,  is  not  varied  by  the 
circumstance  that  the  ^contemplated  subjects  of  transportation 
are  passen^rs,  instead  of  merchandise.  A  passage  contract 
is,  in  respect  to  the  vessel's  liability,  only  a  species  of  affreight- 
ment, in  which  the  passengers  constitute  the  cargo,  and  the 
passage-money  answers  to  the  freight.  This  principle  -was 
fully  discussed  in  the  late  case  of  The  Zenobia,^  in  this  Court, 
in  which  the  views  of  the  Court,  upon  this  subject,  -were 
stated  at  large. 

The  vessel  is  also  liable  in  rem  for  merchandise  laden  on 
board  by  the  charterers,  (The  Rebecca,  Warej  187;  Abbott  on 
Shipp,  47, 52,^)  as  well  as  upon  contracts  by  the  master  or  the 
agents  of  the  owners  in  relation  thereto.  She  is  therefore 
liable  in  rem  upon  a  contract  to  carry  passengers,  equally 
whedier  that  contract  is  made  with  a  charterer,  or  with  the 
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master  or  owners,  when  the  charter^arty  does  not  operate  to  ( 
render  the  charterer  owner  for  the  voyage ;  because,  in  that 
case,  the  charterer  acts  in  the  capacity  of  agent  oj  the  owner. 
She  is  liable  for  the  conduct  of  the  master  as  master,  during 
the  voyage ;  and  for  any  ill  treatment  of  the  passengers  by 
tiie  master,  in  his  capacity  as  such,  a  remedy  may  be  had 
against  the  vessel  herself.  She  may,  indeed,  not  be  liable  for 
mere  acts  of  personal  malice  or  ill-will  on  the  part  of  the  mas- 
ter} not  arising  out  of  or  connected  with  the  exercise  of  his 
duties  as  master,^  tbough  for  such  acts  there  is  clearly  a  per- 
sonal remedy  against  the  master  himsel£  Chamberlain  v. 
Chandler,  3  Mason^  242.  If,  therefore,  it  were  made  to  appear 
that  the  treatment  complained  of  in  this  case  was  prompted 
by  personal  malice  and  ill-will  on  the  part  of  the  master, — ^if 
the  withholding  of  provisions  and  water  had  been  a  tortious 
act  on  the  part  of  the  master,  springing  firom  personal  spite 
and  vindictiveness,  and  disconnected  firom  any  such  circum- 
stance as  a  general  lack  of  provisions  on  board,  for  which 
the  owners  might  be  responsible, — ^there  would  be  ground  for 
doubt  whether  the  libellant  was  entitled  to  any  other  remedy 
tirnn  an  action  in  personam  against  the  master  himself.  But 
such  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  master  is  not  to  be  presumed. 
In  th^  case,  the  answer  does  not  aver  that  the  ship  had  suf- 
ficient supplies ;  and  there  being  no  proof  of  that  fact,  the 
implication  is,  that  she  did  not  have  them  to  serve  out. 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  claimant,  that  the  con- 
tract to  furnish  provisions  was  not  a  maritime  contract,  but  a 
mere  matter  of  personal  agreement,  independent  of  the  con- 
tract for  passage,  and  that  it  therefore  could  not  be  enforced 
against  the  ship.  There  may,  undoubtedly,  be  a  contract  for 
passage,  in  which  the  passenger  undertakes  to  carry  his  own 
store  of  provisions.    Where,  however,  the  contract  is  not- of 


1  See,  also,  The  Zenobia,  anUy  80,  to  the  same  effect 
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this  description,  bat  the  maintenanoe  of  the  passenger,  during 
the  voyage,  is  undertaken,  as  weU  as  the  tmnsportation  of  his 
person,  the  ship  is  as  much  bound  to  supply  wholesome  aad 
necessary  provision  and  water,  as  to  provide  safe  shelter  and 
lodging. 

There  is  no  ground  laid  in  the  case  for  vindictiTe  or  pmii» 
tive  damages  against  the  otvner  or. ship*  The  agents  of  Ae 
owner  pro  hdc  vice^  did  not  fulfil  the  implied  obligation  of  the 
ship,  and  thus  relieve  her  from  performing  it  in  this  respect, 
and  for  that  cause  there  was  no  ground  for  compelling  tiie 
Ubellants  to  pay  passage-money;  afid  tiie  libellants  having 
paid  it,  are,  because  of  such  violation  of  the  obligation  by  tiie 
ship,  entitled  to  recover  it  back,  the  consideration  on  which  it 
was  advanced  having  failed. 

Decree  accordingly^  with  costs^ 


Scott  v.  Russell. 

For  a  seaman  wilftiUy  to  do  any  acl^which  pots  the  vessel  in  jeopardy, — c.  g.  for 
one  to  violate  a  notorions  excise  law  by  smuggling,—  is  a  breach  of  the  duty 
which  he  owes  to  the  ship. 

Such  breach  of  duty  may  be  considered  in  diminution  or  in  bar  of  the  seaman's 
wages  ;  it  being  an  offence  in  the  nature  of  barratry,  causing  loss  and  delay  to 
the  vessel,  for  which  he  would  justly  be  subject  to  make  amends,  by  foHeituie  or 
subtraction  of  wages. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam^  by  John  Scott,  against  Wil- 
liam H.  Russell,  master  of  the  ship  Niagara,  to  recover  for 
seamen's  wages. 

It  appeared  that  the  libellant,  a  resident  of  Liverpool,  ship- 


1  This  case  was  appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court,  where  the  decree  was 
affirmed  on  the  general  grounds  taken  in  the  District  Court  See  the  report 
of  the  case,  1  maickf.  C.  C  R.  860. 
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ped,  at  the  port  of  New  York,  on  board  the  Niagara,  as  cook, 
for  a  voyage  to  Liverpool  and  back,  and  earned  wages  on  the 
voyage.  In  defence  it  was  shown,  that  while  the  vessel  was 
yet  in  New  York,  he  carried  on  board  of  her^  clandestinely,  a 
large  package  of  tobacco,  two  feet  long  and  ten  inches  wide, 
crowded  fulL  It  was  also  proved,  that  on  the  arrival  of  the 
ship  in  Liverpool,  forty  or  fifty  pounds,  of  tobacco  were  found 
nnder  the  cook's  caboose,  crowded  beneatii  the  floor,  and 
were  there  detected  by  the  custom-house  searchers,  and  the 
ship  was  in  consequence  detained  for  several  days,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  8  &  9  Victoria,  which  prohibits  the 
smuggling  of  tobacco  Sato  the  country  under  penalty  of  for- 
feiture of  the  vesseL  No  proof  was  given  of  the  amount  of 
loss  incurred  by  the  owner  in  consequence  of  this  detention. 
Alanson  Nash^  for  the  libellant. 

I.  There  is  no  proof  that  the  tobacco  found  under  the  gal- 
ley at  Liverpool  was  that  brought  on  board  at  New  York  by 
the  libellant ;  nor  that  the  libellant  was  in  any  way  interested 
or  concerned  in  the  tobacco  found  under  the  galley,  or  in 
placing  it  there. 

IL  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  master  or  owner  suffered 
any  damage  on  account  of  the  finding  the  tobacco  at  Liver- 
pool. There  is  no  proof  that  any  penalty  was  paid,  nor  any 
proof  that  the  detiention  of  the  vessel  was  occasioned  by  the 
finding  of  the  tobacco. 

III.  If  it  were  proved  that  damage  had  been  incurred 
in  consequence  of  the  conduct  of  the  libellant,  as  contended, 
they  could  not  be  off-set  in  this  cause.  The  damages  sug- 
gested ai^  only  matter  of  off-set.  The  circumstances  alleged 
do  not  constitute  either  a  payment  to  the  libellant  or  a  forfeit- 
ure ;  or  if  they  were  a  forfeiture,  it  could  only  apply  to  wages 
antecedently  earned,  and  could  not  operate  as  a  prospective 
punishment.  Clockman  v,  Tunison,  1  Swmn.  373 ;  The  Row- 
ena^  Ware,  307 ;  AbboU  on  Shipp.  767. 
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*  Bwrr  Sf  Benedict,  for  the  respondent. 

I.  The  fraudulent  misconduct  of  the  libeUaut  forfeited  his 
wages. 

II.  The  damages  sustained  in  this  case  may  be  set-off 
against  the  wages.  Millard  v.  Dorr,  3  Mason^  161 ;  Abbott  on 
Shipp.  653,  note ;  QHp.  89. 

Betts,  J.  It  is  sufficiently  proved  that  the  libellant  dan- 
destinely  carried  on  board  the  vessel  in  New  York  a  consid- 
erable quantity  of  tobacco,  and  that,  immediately  on  the 
arrival  of  the  vessel  in  Liverpool,  a  very  similar  quantity  was 
found  secreted  under  the  caboose  occupied  by  him  as  cook. 
This  is,  I  think,  sufficient  evidence  that  he  took  on  board  the 
tobacco  there  detected,  and  that  his  misconduct  caused  the 
arrest  of  the  vessel.  If  it  were  the  fact,  as  suggested  by 
counsel,  that  there  were  two  distinct  parcels  of  tobacco  dis- 
covered, it  would  not  have  been  difficult  for  the  libellant  to 
have  produced  evidence  tending  to  show  what  disposal  was 
made  by  him  of  the  portion  which  it  is  amply  proved  he  ca^ 
ried  on  board.  In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  of  that  cba^ 
acter,  it  is  fair  to  presume  that  the  parcels  were  the  same ; 
especially  as  the  place  of  concealment  was  peculiarly  accessi- 
ble to  the  libellant. 

For  a  seaman  wilfully  to  commit  an  act  of  dishonesty  or 
fraud,  which  exposes  the  vessel  to  jeopardy,  is  a  breach  of  the 
duty  and  fidelity  which  he  owes  to  the  ship.  Such  act 
amounts  to  barratry,  (3  Dwmf.  Sf  E.  277 ;  2Cai.222]  WeskeU 
on  Lis.y  tit.  BarrcUryj)  and  may  be  considered  in  diminution 
or  in  bar  of  his  wages.     Curtis  on  Merck.  Seam.  118. 

The  wrong  may  be  used  by  the  ship-owner  to  countervail 
the  seaman's  suit  for  wages,  without  resorting  to  a  cross*action 
to  that  end.  The  libellant,  if  not  a  British  subject,  was  ship* 
ped  in  a  British  port,  and  must  be  presumed  cognizant  of  a 
law  so  notorious  as  that  smuggling  tobaeoo  into  Great  Brit^ 
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ain  subjects  the  vessel  to  the  danger  of  confiscation.  Carry- 
ing the  tobacco  on  board  clandestinely,  and  keeping  it  closely 
concealed  in  pcnrt,  imports  his  consciousness  that  the  act  was 
tinlawfaL  His  oonduct  must,  therefore,  be  regarded  as  a 
gross  violation  of  duty,  attended  with  expense  and  delay  to 
the  ship,  for  which  it  is  proper  to  impose  a  subtraction  of 
wages  by  way  of  ooirection  and  amends. 

As,  however,  the  respondent  has  not  proved  the  amount  of 
loss  occasioned  to  the  ship  by  the  misconduct  of  the  libel- 
lant,  (though  estimates  are  given  which  import  that  it  must 
have  greatly  exceeded  the  whole  amount  of  wages  earned,) 
'the  Court  is  disposed  to  abate  the  wages  only  in  part,  and 
with  a  view  to  operate  as  a  proper  check  to  seamen,  rather 
than  to  recompense  the  owner  in  this  case.  The  decree  will 
tiierefare  be,  that  the  libeUant  recover  the  wages  due  him  on 
the  voyage  out  and  back,  but  without  costs  as  against  the 
respondent,  and  witii  a  deduction  of  ^25  for  his  unfaithful  con- 
duct and  breach  of  duty  in  attempting  to  smuggle  tobacco  in 
the  ship  on  tiie  voyage. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Albxakdbr  i;.  Galloway. 

The  theft  of  a  portion  of  a  caigo,  by  a  mariuer,  works  ao  ahsolate  forfeiture  of 

wages. 
The  fact  that  the  seaman  has  heen  acquitted  on  a  crixninal  trial  for  the  larceny  of 

a  part  of  the  cargo,  is  not  conclnsive  to  rebnt  the  charge  when  set  np  as  a  defence 

against  his  suit  for  wages. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam^  by  William  Alexander 
against  Joseph  Galloway,  master  of  the  ship  Columbia,  to 
recover  seamen's  wages.     « 

On  the  hearing  of  this  cause,  the  libellant  having  proved 
his  employment  on  board  of  the  Columbia  by  the  respondent,' 
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and  the  earning  of  wages,  as  alleged  in  the  libel,  the  respon- 
dent put  in  evidence  tending  very  strongly  to  show  that,  on 
the  arrival  of  the  Columbia  at  this  port,  the  libellant  stole 
from  the  cargo,  with  connivance  of  the  second  mate,  a  bale  of 
cotton,  which  he  took  on  shore  for  sale.  This  act  was  relied 
upon  by  the  defence  as  a  forfeiture  of  wages. 

To  rebut  this  defence,  the  Ubellant  introduced  the  record  of 
his  trial  and  acquittal  in  the  New  York  Court  of  Sessions  on 
the  charge  of  the  alleged  larceny. 

X  Murrovgh^  for  libellant 

Bv/rr  Sf  Benedict^  for  respondent 

Betts,  J.  The  defence  establishes  a  case  of  unqualified 
plunder  and  purloining  of  a  part  of  the  cargo  by  the  libellant 
on  the  arrival  of  the  ship^in  this  port ;  and  the  circumstances 
afford  strong  reason  to  believe  that  the  theft  was  committed 
with  deliberation,  and  in  pursuance  of  a  pre-considered  ar- 
rangement 

Such  gross  dereliction  of  duty  to  the  ship  completely  anni- 
hilates all  claim  to  wages,  without  regard  to  the  value  of  the 
property  stolen.  Cons,  del  Marej  ch.  167,  173.  The  mere 
embezzlement  of  cargo,  or  the  improper  use  of  it,  or  the  doing 
an  injury  to  it  through  fraud  or  negligence,  is  cause  of  for- 
feiture of  wages,  although  it  is  ordinarily  visited  only  by  an 
abatement  of  wages  to  the  amount  of  the  ship's  loss.  Mason 
V.  The  Ship  Blairean,  2  Oranchj  267 ;  Abbott  on  Shipp.  652.^ 
But  a  case  of  premeditated  thieving  draws  after  it  the  fo^ 
feiture  of  all  wages  due  the  mariner  upon  the  voyage.  This 
penalty  is  no  more  severe  than  is  appropriate  to  the  offence. 
The  wrong  is  one  for  which  the  master  would  be  fully  jnsti« 
fied  in  discharging  the  seaman  from  the  ship  during  the  voy- 
age ;  and  offences  of  that  class  may  always  cany  with  them 
a  forfeiture  of  wages.    Abbott  on  ^ipp.  652. 

Libel  dismissed  with  costs. 

^  See,  also,  the  case  of  Scott  v.  Russell,  ante.  258. 
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When  a  lien  is  claimed  for  labor  and  materials  famished  in  fitting  out  a  yessel  for 
sea,  the  Admiralty  Conrts  of  the  United  States  observe  the  lex  led  contractda^  and 
grant  or  refuse  the  remedy  songht,  according  as  it  is  allowed  or  denied  by  that 
law. 

Where  a  sworn  answer  Is  not  demanded  by  the  hbel,  the  libellant  may  contradict 
its  allegations,  by  proofs,  without  filing  a  replication  thereto,  or  notice  of  such 
proof. 

The  testimony  of  witnesses  may  be  taken  on  a  commission  sent  abroad,  whose 
names  are  not  inserted  in  it,  on  satlsfSftctory  proof  famished  after  its  return  that 
their  names  or  materiality  were  unknown  when  the  commission  was  sued  out  or 
transmitted. 

The  Admiralty  Courts  of  the  United  States  will  decline  jurisdiction  of  controyer- 
sies  arising  between  fbreign  masters  and  crews,  unless  the  Toyage  has  been 
broken  up  or  the  seamen  wilawfully  discharged. 

It  is  expected  that  a  foreign  seaman,  seeking  to  prosecute  an  action  of  this  de- 
scription in  the  courts  of  this  country,  will  procure  the  official  sanction  of  the 
commercial  or  political  representative  of  the  country  to  which  ho  belongs ;  or 
that  good  reasons  will  be  shown  for  allowing  his  suit  in  the  absence  of  such 
approval. 

The  testimony  of  the  master  of  a  foreign  vessel  that  he  had  discharged  a  seaman 
in  this  port,  will  not  be  allowed  in  a  suit  by  the  seaman,  in  this  Court,  against 
the  vessel  for  wages,  to  countervail  his  official  report  to  the  consul  of  his  nation, 
that  the  seaman  deserted  the  ship. 

Two  libels  in  rem  were  filed  against  the  bark  Infanta — ^the 
one  by  Rdbert  Wood,  the  other  by  George  States — both  to 
recover  wages.  The  facts  in  each  cause  being  nearly  the 
same,  the  causes  were  heard  and  decided  together. 

The  bark  Infieinta  was  built  in  Nova  Scotia,  by  a  British 
subject  resident  in  tiiat  province ;  and  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  these  actions  was  sold  and  transferred  by  her  builder 
to  John  S.  De  Wolf,  a  British  subject,  resident  in  Liverpool, 
England ;  who  was  the  claimant  in  these  suits. 

The  libellant  Wood  shipped  as  first  mate  on  board  the 
bark,  at  Fairsborough,  in  Nova  Scotia,  on  April  29,  1847. 
States  shipped  as  mariner,  at  the  same  place,  on  the  26th  of 
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May  following.  The  shipping  contract  was  for  a  voyage  to 
New  York,  and  from  thence  to  Liverpool,  Grreat  Britain,  and 
back  to  a  port  in  the  United  States  or  British  America. 

Both  libellants  alleged  that  they  were  discharged  from  the 
bark  at  New  York.  The  answer  admitted  the  discharge  of 
the  libellant  Wood,  but  denied  the  discharge  of  States,  and 
averred  that  he  deserted  the  vessel,  and  that  his  wages  had 
been  paid  him  in  fulL  The  answer  in  each  cause,  also,  im- 
puted a  fraudulent  collusion  between  the  master  of  the  vessel 
and  the  libellants  with  intent  to  charge  the  vessel  with  unjust 
demands,  and  to  exaggerate  the  amount  of  wages  due  to  the 
libellant* 

By  a  schedule  attached  to  his  Ubel,  the  libellant  Wood 
stated  his  claim,  as  follows :  ^ — 

Wages  under  the  shipping  articles,  •        .        .      $40.43 
Wages  as  mate,  while  fitting  the  bark  for  sea, 
from  Jan.  12  to  April,  1847,  3i  months,  at 

£5  per  month, 77.70 

Cr.  by  cash,         .        .        $40.43 
Balance  claimed,         .  77.70 


$118.13  $iiai3 

By  a  like  schedule  annexed  to  the  libel  of  States^  his  claim 
was  thus  stated : — 

For  wages,  as  carpenter,  &;c.,  on  the  vessel,  from 
Nov.,  1846,  to  May,  1847, 66  days,  at  $1.60 
per  day,       . $99.00 

■  —       — ■    ■ ■ *  -  —  — -^^"^^ 

^  It  will  be  noticed  that  there  are  discrepancies  in  the  statement  of  Wood's 
claim,  given  above.  The  computation  was  so  presented  in  the  pleadings^ 
and  we  give  it  as  it  there  appeared.  The  inconsiitencj  has  no  bearing  on 
the  question  discussed  in  the  cause. 
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Wages,  a8  maruier,  from  May  17  to  July  17, 

1847,  two  months,  at  $18  p&c  month         .       $86.00 
Cr.  by  cash,        .        •        $20.00 
Balance  demanded,    .         115.00 


$135.00  $135.00 

Other  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Conrt. 
W.  Wordsworth^  for  the  libellants. 
Frcuncis  Oriffin,  for  the  claimant. 

Betts,  J.  The  libels  article  npon  services  rendered  by  the 
iibeUants  anterior  to  the  shipping  agreement,  and  charge  that 
they  form  liens  upon  the  vessel  to  be  enforced  in  this  Court. 
The  answers  deny  the  indebtedness,  and  also  assert  that  if  it 
exists,  it  is  in  both  instances  the  personal  debt  of  May,  the 
master  of  the  vessel,  who,  it  is  alleged,  furnished  the  work  of 
fitting  up  the  vessel  uoder  contract  with  the  owner.  Each 
answer,  also,  excepts  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  on  the 
subject-matter.  Voluminous  proofs  have  been  taken  on  these 
issues. 

The  competency  of  the  evidence  offered  by  the  libellants  is 
denied  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  on  the  ground  that  no 
replications  were  filed  to  the  answers  ;  nor  did  the  libellants 
give  the  notice,  in  ^^ting,  allowed  by  the  practice  of  the 
Court  to  be  given  in  place  of  a  repUcation,  that  they  would 
take  testimony  in  contradiction  of  the  answers.  So,  also,  the 
admissibility  of  the  testimony  of  several  witnesses  taken  on  a 
commission  to  Nova  Scotia,  is  excepted  to  by  the  libellants, 
because  the  names  of  those  witnesses  were  not  furnished  them 
previous  to  the  examination. 

Neither  objection  is  maintainable.  The  libels  do  not  de* 
mand  the  answer  of  the  claimant  under  oath.  Rule  87  of 
the  District  Court  declares,  that  ^  an  answer  need  not  be  put 
in  under  oath,  unless  so  required  by  a  sworn  libeL''     Both 
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answers,  in  these  cases,  were  put  in  withoat  attestation  by 
oath.  Rule  88  dispenses  with  a  repUcation  or  written  notice 
in  all  cases  except  those  in  which  the  libellant  intends  to  offer 
proof  in  opposition  to  the  allegations  of  a  sworn  answer. 
Accordingly  the  libels  and  answers  are  before  the  Court 
merely  as  pleadings,  forming  issues  between  the  parties,  and 
open  to  the  same  proceedings  as  if  the  answers  had  been 
sworn  to  and  replications  filed. 

It  is  satisfactorily  proved,  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  that 
the  names  of  the  witnesses  referred  to,  or  the  importance  of 
their  evidence,  were  not  discovered  by  tl^  claimant  until  the 
commission  was  put  in  execution  abroad,  and  in  such  case 
the  testimony  may  be  taken  without  previous  designation  of 
the  witnesses  to  the  opposite  party*  Rules  42  and  49  of  the 
Circuit  Court  supply  authority  for  executing  the  commission 
in  the  manner  pursued  in  this  case,  and  those  rales  regulate 
concurrently  the  practice  of  this  Cotirt     Di$t  Ct.  RuleSj  240. 

Although  these  cases  must  be  disposed  of  on  other  and 
general  principles,  governing  actions  of  this  character  in  the 
courts  of  the  United  States,  yet  in  view  of  the  great  labor  and 
expense  incurred  by  the  parties  in  taking  these  proofs,  and 
with  the  desire  of  acquainting  myself  fully  with  the  merits 
of  the  case, — supposing  that  a  suggestion  from  the  Court  in 
behalf  of  the  libellants,  if  they  have  succeeded  in  establishing 
meritorious  claims  against  the  vessel,  might  conduct  to  an 
adjustment  between  the  parties,  and  spare  further  litigation, 
— I  have  taken  the  pains  to  go  over  the  evidence  in  ftdL  A 
careful  examination  of  the  proofs-  discloses  no  reason  why  the 
Court  should  not  apply  to  these  causes  the  rules  which  deny 
jurisdiction  to  enforce  in  rem^  payment  for  services  rendered 
to  a  foreign  vessel  in  her  home  port,  and  authorize  the  Court 
to  decline  jurisdiction  of  an  ordinary  suit  for  wages,  prose- 
cuted between  foreigners,  for  services  in  a  foreign  vessel 

First,  as  to  the  claim  to  a  lien  for  the  services  performed 
on  the  vessel  while  in  Nova  Scotia.     The  rendering  of  these 
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services  by  each  of  the  lit^iellaxitB  was  a  transaction  in  a  Brit- 
ish port  and  between  British  subjects.     Each  contract  for 
tiiose  services,  whether  direct  or  implied,  had  its  origin  within 
that  jurisdiction,  and  was  manifestly  intended  to  be  there  per* 
formed  upon  both  sides.     The  first  element  in  the  claim  of 
a  privilege  in  such  debts,  attaching  them  to  the  body  of  the 
vessel,  is  this :  indisputable  evidence  that  the  debt  had  that 
operation  and  privilege  under  the  laws  of  the  place  where  it 
was  contracted.     In  England,  such  a  debt  as  is  shown  in  this 
case  would  have  no  privilege,  nor  could  Admiralty  Courts  tske 
cognizance  of  it.     Abbott  on  Shipp.  143.     The  act  of  3  &  4 
Victoria,  c.  65,  §  6,  extending  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admi- 
ralty, applies  in  respect  to  necessaries  furnished,  only  to  for- 
eign vessels.    The  law  in  the  Provinces  stands  upon  the  same 
footing  as  in  the  mother  country,  in  respect  to  the  rights  and 
liabilities  of  ship-owners.     The  United  States  v.  The  Ship 
Recorder,  5  N.  Y.  Leg".  Obs.  286.     This  Court  originates  no 
right  in  respect  to  debts  or  contracts  which  did  not  accom- 
pany their  inception.     It  administers  the  general  maritime 
law,  but  will  never,  in  controversies  wholly  of  foreign  origin^ 
and  bet\n^n  citizens  and  subjects  of  the  same  foreign  coun- 
try, give  to  either  a  hypothecation  or  privilege  which  he  would 
not  have  possessed  in  the  home  and  common  jurisdiction. 
The  ^a.  is  regarded  as  being,  in  effect,  an  element  of  the 
origiflPcontract  itself  and  inherent  therein.     The  Brig  Nes- 
tor, 1  Sumn.  73 ;  Read  th  The  Hull  of  a  New  Brig,  1  Storp^ 
244 ;  The  St.  Jago  de  Cuba,  9  Wheat.  409. 

Courts  of  general  jurisdiction,  and  proceeding  according 
to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  are  governed  by  some- 
what different  considerations.  They  give  their  own  remedy 
in  every  case  suable  before  them,  and  it  in  no  way  affects 
their  jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  that  the  suitor  was  not  enti- 
tled to  a  like  remedy,  or  indeed  to  any,  in  the  place  of  the 
contract  But  the  Admiralty  Courts  of  the  United  States 
restrict  themselves  in  this  respect.     They  will  not  entertain 
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jmisdiction  in  rem  over  cases  which,  in  the  place  of  their 
origin,  would  not  be  entitled  to  that  relief.  The  Geneiai 
Smith,  4  Wheat.  438  ;  Peyroux  v.  Howard,  7  Pet.  324 ;  The 
Schooner  Marion,  1  Story^  68 ;  Bead  v.  The  Hull  of  a  New 
Brig,  B.  244 ;  The  Brig  Nestor,  1  Sumn.  73.  And  as  they 
would  not  permit  the  citizens  of  a  State  which  denies  a  licD 
upon  its  domestic  vessels  for  repairs  and  supplies,  to  pursue  a 
vessel  into  another  State  allowing  such  a  remedy  against  its 
vessels,  and  to  enforce  it  there,  so,  for  more  cogent  reasons, 
in  respect  to  the  subjects  and  ships  of  a  foreign  country,  a 
privilege  denied  them  at  home  would  be  refused  here. 

Independent  of  these  legal  objections  to  the  actions,  the 
cases  could  not,  I  think,  be  sustained  upon  the  proofs  befoie 
me,  if  the  claims  had  originated  in  this  State,  or  in  favor  of 
citizens  of  a  different  nation  and  of  different  residence  firom 
the  owners  of  the  vesseL 

Second,  as  to  the  claim  for  wages.  A  suit  for  wages  be- 
tween parties  circumstanced  as  those  now  before  the  Ck>iut, 
cannot  be  sustained.  The  ship  is  still  on  her  voyage,  and 
bound  from  this  port  to  one  of  the  ports  of  Great  Britaio. 
There  is  no  proof  that  these  libellants  were  foiiBibly  dis- 
charged from  her.  They  should,  accordingly,  have  accom* 
panied  her  to  a  home  forum,  and  there  pursued  their  rights. 
This  Court  has  repeatedly  discountenanced  actions  bj^reign 
seamen  against  foreign  vessels  not  terminating  theirV^agee 
at  this  port,  as  being  calculated  to  embarrass  commercial 
transactions  and  relations  between  this  country  and  others  in 
fifiendly  relations  with  it.^ 

It  is  expected  that  a  foreign  seaman  seeking  to  prosecute 
an  action  of  this  description  in  the  courts  of  thb  country,  will 


1  See,  also,  Davis  v.  Leslie,  antCy  123,  where  the  grounds  npon  which  the 
jurisdiction  in  these  cases  rests,  and  the  limits  within  which  it  will  be  exe^ 
cised,  are  fully  stated. 
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procure  the  official  sanction  of  the  commercial  or  political 
representative  of  the  country  to  which  he  belongs ;  or  that 
good  reason  will  be  shown  for  allowing  his  suit  in  the  absence 
of  snch  approval 

Upon  the  libel  of  Wood,  however,  it  appears  that  he  gives 
a  credit  to  the  exact  amoant  of  his  wages,  and  npon  the  ship- 
ping articles  there  is  endorsed  the  certificate  of  the  British 
Vice-Consul  at  this  port,  "  that  the  master  has,  with  his  sanc- 
tion, discharged  and  paid  off  Robert  Wood,  the  first  mate," 
dated  July  3, 1847.  If  this  evidence  does  not  conclude  Wood 
in  any  court,  it,  at  all  events,  affords  satisfactory  reasons  to 
this  Court  for  declining  cognizance  of  the  matter,  and  for 
remitting  him  to  the  tribunals  of  his  own  country,  where  the 
validity  and  effect  of  these  official  transactions  may  be  prop- 
erly investigated  and  determined. 

On  the  same  day,  the  Vice-Consul  certified  in  the  articles, 
that  the  master  ^^  reports  the  desertion  of  George  States  and 
other  seamen."  Any  court  would  receive  with  great  distrust 
any  document  or  deposition  of  the  master,  attempting  to  set 
up  his  free  discbarge  of  States  firom  the  ship,  anterior  to  such 
official  report  that  the  seaman  had  deserted.  It  certainly  pre- 
sents a  case  more  pertinent  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  British 
Courts,  which  can  more  appropriately  measure  the  acts  of  the 
official  agent  of  their  government,  and  determine  the  rights  of 
their  o-^n  subjects,  than  can  a  foreign  though  friendly  tribu- 
nal, which  might  fail  of  setting  a  just  appreciation  upon  the 
polity  of  her  laws  of  navigation  and  trade,  and  might  thus 
unintentionally  counteract  important  public  interests  in  at- 
tempting to  adjudicate  upon  the  individual  demands  of  her 
subjects. 

Upon  these  (considerations,  I  shall  dismiss  both  these  libels ; 
and  to  protect  the  vessel  and  her  master  in  the  ports  of  the 
United  States  against  a  repetition  of  these  suits,  a  decree  for 
costs  will  be  ordered  against  the  libellants. 

Decree  accordingly. 
23* 
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It  seems  that  seamen  employed  on  board  a  vessel  forfeited  ander  the  act  of  1800, 
(2  U.  S.  Stats.  70,)  as  fitted  out  for  the  slare-trade,  are  entitled  to  wages,  not- 
withstanding  the  fbrfeitare,  if  they  were  not  knowingly  or  willingly  connected 
with  the  criminal  purpose  of  the  yoyage. 

Seamen  are  authorized  under  the  general  maritime  law  to  prevent  or  restrain  their 
officers  from  the  commission  of  open  and  flagrant  crimes  in  the  ship,  attempted 
in  the  presence  of  the  seamen. 

But  the  crew  are  not  justified,  by  circumstances  afiTording  reasonable  ground  of 
suspicion  merely  that  the  master  is  about  to  engage  the  vessel  in  the  slave-trade, 
in  taking  possession  of  her  at  sea,  or  in  a  foreign  port,  and  bringing  her  back  to 
her  home  port ;  and  their  undertaking  so  to  do,  forfeits  both  the  wages  already 
earned  and  those  for  the  residue  of  the  voyage. 

The  right  of  seamen  to  leave  the  vessel  on  the  ground  of  her  being  chartered  for  a 
voyage  in  gross  deviation  from  that  for  which  they  shipped,  will  not  justify  them 
in  taking  possession  of  the  vessel  while  at  sea. 

Costs  of  a  suit  for  seamen's  wages  imposed  on  iibellants,  where  the  crew  had  taken 
possession  of  the  vessel  while  on  her  voyage  and  brought  her  home,  under  tm- 
sonable  grounds. of  suspicion  that  she  was  to  be  engaged  in  the  slave-trade. 

A  LIBEL  in  rem  was  filed  by  James  States,  William  Gray, 
Edward  Davis,  Thomas  Holden,  and  Peter  Johnson,  crew  of 
the  schooner  Mary  Ann,  against  that  vessel,  to  recovjsr  wagea 
There  was  also  filed  a  libel  in  personam^  by  Peter  Johnson 
alone,  against  William  F.  Martin,  the  owuct  of  the  schooner, 
to  recover  the  same  wages  as  were  claimed  by  the  Iibellants 
in  the  other  suit. 

The  facts  in  the  case  were,  in  brief,  that  the  crew  shipped 
on  board  the  Mary  Ann  for  a  voyage  to  the  coast  of  Africa. 
Arriving  there,  they  became  suspicious  that  the  master  in- 
tended to  engage  the  vessel  in  the  slave-trade.  Resolving  to 
prevent  this,  they  took  possession  of  the  vessel,  and  after  nav- 
igating her  along  the  coast,  in  search  of  an  American  cruiser, 
under  whose  authority  they  might  place  her,  but  without  suc- 
cess, they  brought  her  back  to  the  port  of  New  York. 

Proceedings  were  taken  in  this  Court  by  the  United  States 
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anthoiities,  to  procure  the  condemnatioii  of  the  vessel  as  a 
slayer.  The  (Tourt  decided  that,  upon  the  whole  evidence, 
the  charge  was  not  sustained,  but  that  there  was  probable 
cause  for  her  arrest 

The  seamen  having  filed  their  libels,  the  causes  were  now 
argued  upon  the  facts  disclosed  on  the  trial  of  the  vessel. 
These  are  stated  in  detail  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court 

The  counsel  in  the  personal  action  were : — 

Burr  J  Benedict  Sf  Beebe,  for  the  libellant 

J.  M.  Smithy  Jr^y  for  the  respondent 

The  counsel  in  the  action  against  the  schooner,  were  :— 

William  Jay  SdskeU,  for  the  libellant 

JI  M.  Smithy  Jr^  for  the  claimants. 

Betts,  J.  These  causes  are  connected  in  the  argument 
with  that  of  the  United  States  against  the  same  vessel,  the 
final  decree  in  which  was  rendered  a  few  days  since.  The 
proofs  presented  in  that  cause  form  the  basis  of  proceedings 
in  the  two  cases  under  consideration. 

The  actions  are  by  the  crew  of  the  vessel  jointly  against 
tiie  schooner  in  rem^  and  by  one  of  them  separately  against 
her  owner  in  persanamy  to  recover  wages  for  the  entire  voy- 
age to  the  coast  of  Afirica  and  back  to  this  port. 

The  schooner,  on  her  return  to  this  port,  was  delivered  to 
the  United  States  authorities,  by  the  Ubellants,  and  was 
arrested  upon  a  libel  of  information,  in  the  name  of  the 
United  States,  charged  with  having  been  fitted  out  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  a  trStffic  in  slaves  from  one  foreign 
oountry  to  another.  Her  forfeiture  for  that  cause  was  de- 
manded under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  10, 
1800,  (2  U.  S.  Stats.  70,)  the  ofEAice  being  held  by  the  Supreme 
Court  to  be  embraced  in  the  act  of  fitting  out  and  preparing 
the  vessel,  with  intent  that  she  should  be  so  engaged,  although 
not  actually  employed  in  the  business.  The  United  States  v. 
Morris,  14  Pet.  464. 
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Immediately  on  the  seizure  of  the  vessel  by  the  United 
States,  the  seamen  filed  their  joint  libel  against  her  for  wages. 
This  was  on  December  12,  1847 ;  and  on  the  20th  of  the 
same  month,  the  libellant  Johnson  commenced  his  separate 
action  for  the  same  cause  against  the  respondent  as  ei^ner. 

The  Court  decided,  in  the  suit  brought  by  the  United 
States,  that  upon  the  whole  evidence  the  libel  was  not  sus- 
tained, and  decreed  the  surrender  of  the  vessel  to  her  owner, 
but  held  that  probable  cause  for  her  arrest  on  the  charge  pre- 
ferred against  her,  had  been  established. 

Had  the  prosecution  on  the  part  of  the  United  States 
resulted  in  the  condemnation  of  the*  vessel,  the  seamen  would 
have,  been  entitled  to  their  wages  notwithstanding  the  for- 
feiture, if  it  appeared  that  they  were  not  knowingly  or  will- 
ingly connected  with  the  criminal  voyage.  The  case  of  the 
St  Jago  de  Cuba,  (9  Wheat.  417,)  is  directly  in  point  to  sub- 
stantiate this  principle. 

The  peculiarity  of  this  case  is,  that  the  vessel  was  not  con- 
demned, nor  was  she  brought  in  or  diverted  firom  her  voyage 
by  capture  under  authority  of  the  United  States.  The  seizers, 
if  they  may  be  so  called,  are  not  those  who  claimed  the  con- 
demnation of  the  vessel  for  a  violation  of  the  acts  in  relation 
to  the  slave-trade,  but  they  are  the  seamen  composing  her 
crew,  who  brought  her  off  the  coast  of  AMca  clandestinely, 
and  navigated  her  to  this  port,  under  apprehension  that  the 
master  was  about  to  employ  the  vessel  and  themselves  in 
carrying  slaves  jGrom  Africa  to  Brazil. 

The  conduct  of  the  crew  is  insisted,  by  their  counsel,  to 
have  been  justifiable  and  meritorious,  because  they  acted 
bond  fide  under  circumstances  affording  reasonable  cause  to 
believe  that  the  master  inteifHed  to  engage  the  vessel  imme- 
diately in  the  slave-trade,  and  in  the  full  belief,  on  their  part, 
that  such  was  the  fact.  They  accordingly  had  the  right  to 
withdraw  themselves  from  connection  with  such  a  criminal 
enterprise,  and  did  no  more  nor  less  than  their  duty  in  also 
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saving  to  the  owner  his  vessel,  by  putting  it  oat  of  the  power 
of  the  master  to  employ  her  in  that  felonions  pursuit. 

It  is  just  to  the  crew  to  remark,  in  vindication  of  their  good 
fiedth  in  the  transaction,  that  they  did  not,  under  the  influence 
of  their  alarm  and  apprehension,  take  the  schooner  immedi- 
ately  to  the  United  States,  but  they  honestly  sought  along  the 
coast  an  American  cruiser,  in  order  to  put  themselves  and  the 
vessel  under  the  protection  and  authority  of  the  American 
flag,  and  to  take  the  advice  of  an  American  officer  in  the 
emergency. 

It  is  manifest,  however,  that  though  they  might  rightfully, 
under  the  circumstances,  appeal  to  an  American  officer,  the 
£ulure  to  find  one  could  not  be  regarded  as  clothing  them 
with  an  authority  to  act  as  they  supposed  he  might  have 
done  in  view  of  the  facts.  The  interference  with  merchant 
vessels,  by  seizing  them  or  altering  their  destination  or  em- 
ployment, by  public  officers  of  high  intelligence  and  respon- 
sibility, and  free  from  personal  bias  or  apprehension  in  the 
matter,  is  a  most  delicate  power,  the  exercise  of  which  is,  by 
all  free  governments,  placed  under  careful  supervision  and 
guarded  by  appropriate  checks.  No  considerate  jurisprudence 
would  entrust  such  powers  to  common  sailors,  and  permit 
them  to  act  as  umpire  between  the  master  and  the  owner, 
or  the  owner  and  the  government.  Nor  would  they  on  any 
account  be  authorized  to  assume  the  command  of  the  vessel, 
or  break  up  her  voyage,  or  leave  her  master  in  a  foreign  port, 
on  suspicion  that  the  vessel  was  designed  for  illegal  traffic,  or 
even  for  a  piratical  expedition.  Seamen  are  not  a  class  of 
men  whose  prudence  or  discretion  could  be  trusted  with  the 
exercise  of  such  delicate  and  extraordinary  powers.  The 
utmost  that  has  been  allowed  the  crew  by  modem  or  ancient 
maritime  codes  is,  to  interpose  by  force,  and  restrain  and 
prevent  the  officers  in  command  from  committing  open  and 
flagrant  crimes  in  their  presence,  or  through  their  agency. 
In  such  extren^^ttse,  they  may  refrise  to  obey  an  unlawful 
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order,  or  even  arrest  and  confine  the  officer  who  attempts  to 
perpetrate  a  piracy  or  felony.  The  United  States  i;.  Thomp* 
son,  1  Sumn.  172. 

On  this  occasion,  the  crew,  upon  consultation,  united  in 
the  determination  to  put  or  leave  the  master  on  shore,  and 
carry  off"  the  vessel  and  endeavor  to  deliver  her  up  to  some 
American  man-of-war  upon  the  coast  Let  it  be  admitted 
that  a  train  of  circumstances  existed  and  had  come  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  crew,  which  afforded  reasonable  ground  to 
suspect  that  the  master  contemplated  employing  the  vessel  in 
the  transportation  of  slaves  from  Africa  to  Brazil,  and  that 
the  liberty  or  lives  of  these  men  might  become  implicated  by 
that  attempt;  still  no  act  of  guilt  had  been  committed  or 
avowed  in  their  presence,  nor  do  they  show  that  an  immedi- 
ate interposition  by  them  was  necessary,  or  that  abandoning 
the  master  on  the  coast,  and  going  off  with  the  vessel,  was 
requisite  for  their  protection  and  safety,  or  that  that  course 
was  adopted  to  secure  the  rights  of  the  owner,  supposing  that 
he  was  ignorant  of  the  wrongful  purpose  of  the  master. 

The  vessel  lay  close  into  Gallinas,  a  place  of  resort  for 
American,  English,  and  French  cruisers  stationed  on  the 
coast  to  detect  and  prevent  the  prosecution  of  the  slave-trade. 
An  English  vessel  of  war  was  then  at  anchor  directly  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  schooner,  and  if  the  crew  could  not  find  safe 
shelter  on  shore,  they  could  at  once  have  placed  the  ship  and 
themselves  under  the  guard  of  that  ship,  and  there  is  no  rea- 
son to  doubt  that  on  application  to  the  British  commander, 
and  showing  him  probable  cause  for  the  proceeding,  he  would 
have  extended  his  protection  to  them  until  some  proper 
American  authority  could  be  communicated  with.  No  immi- 
nent necessity  accordingly  is  found  for  taking  off  the  schooner 
by  the  libellants,  even  if  it  had  been  placed  beyond  question 
that  she  intended  to  take  on  board  a  slave  cargo  the  next 
day.  It  is  not  shown  that  the  libellants  applied  to  the  Eng- 
lish vessel  for  protection ;  and  that  their  ^^t  was  regarded 


APRIL,  1848.  275 


The  Mary  Ann. 


as  needless  and  suspicious  by  the  commander  of  that  ship, 
would  appear  fir9m  his  sending  his  cutter,  at  the  request  of 
the  captain  of  the  schooner,  in  pursuit  of  her,  to  bring  her 
back  to  Grdllinas  by  force. 

I  do  not,'  however,  determine  this  point  on  the  supposition 
that  the  libellants  gave  way  to  a  groundless  alarm.  Admit- 
ting that  there  was  probable  foundation  for  their  fears,  there 
is  no  sound  and  safe  principle  of  the  maritime  law  which  jus* 
tifies  their  extraordinary  determination  to  remove*  the  schooner 
from  her  moorings,  and  the  stiU  more  reprehensible  one  of 
breaking  up  her  voyage  and  running  her  across  the  Atlantic 
to  the  United  States,  in  charge  of  men  of  no  known  capacity 
for  such  an 'undertaking.  She  would  lose  the  protection  of 
her  insurance ;  and  the  peril  of  actual  loss  of  the  vessel,  on 
a  voyage  so  conducted,  would  scarcely  be  less  than  that  of 
abandoning  her  on  the  coast  to  enter  upon  a  piratical  trade. 
The  subjection  of  the  vessel  and  cargo  to  the  arbitrament  of 
the  crew,  as  to  the  legality  or  propriety  of  such  an  adventure, 
would  expose  distant  mercantile  operations  to  uncertainties 
and  perils  of  the  most  appalling  character ;  and  it  can  never 
be  expected  that  the  right  of  a  crew  to  interfere  at  their 
discretion,  and  take  forcible  possession  of  a  vessel  on  mere 
circumstances  of  suspicion  against  the  master,  can  be  coun- 
tenanced by  the  Courts  as  a  general  principle  of  law.  Their 
interposition  to  that  end  must  always  be  limited  to  extreme 
cases,  where  the  facts  are  palpable,  and  leave  no  room  to 
doubt  that  such  interference  had  become  indispensable  to  the 
safety  of  their  own  lives,  or  at  least  to  avert  the  commission 
of  some  heinous  crime. 

The  case  then  demands,  n^  only  that  the  conduct  of  the 
crew  in  running  off  with  the  vessel  and  bringing  her  to  the 
United  States  should  be  pronounced  excusable  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, but  that  it  be  held  meritorious  to  such  a  degree 
as  to  entitle  them  to  maintain  an  action  in  rem  against  the 
vessel,  or  in  personam  against  the  owner,  to  enforce  payment 
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of  full  wages  during  the  whole  period  that  she  was  so  con- 
trolled by  them  and  diyerted  from  her  voyage.  This  claim 
must  be  pronounced  incompatible  with  every  sound  and^safe 
principle  of  law. 

K  this  branch  of  the  case  cannot  be  supported,  it  is  con- 
tended  that  there  is  an  equity  in  behalf  of  the  crew,  sanction- 
ing their  claim  to  wages  on  the  outward  voyage.  That  wv 
faithfully  performed,  and  the  cargo  safely  landed  at  GraUiaaa. 

Thia  demand  is  Bupposed  to  be  sustainable  dh  either  of  two 
grounds : — First,  that  the  crew  have  given  sufficient  evidence 
that  the  vessel  had  deviated  firom  her  voyage,  and  waa  about 
to  be  employed  in  the  slave-trade,  to  justify  them  in  aban- 
doning her  service;  Second,  that  the  act  of  the  master  in 
chartering  her  from  Gallinas  to  Bahia,  was  a  deviationwhioh 
released  the  crew  from  their  contract,  and  empowered  them 
to  recover  wages  for  the  services  edready  rendered. 

1.  The  conduct  of  the  master,  at  Gallinas,  wore  a  very 
mysterious  and  suspicious  appearance.  The  voyage  stated 
upon  the  shipping  articles  was  ^<  from  New  York  to  one  or 
more  ports  on  the  coast  of  AMca,  and  back  to  her  port  of 
discharge,  in  the  United  States.''  The  evidence,  on  the  part 
of  the  owner,  showed  that  the  voyage  was  intended  for  pi3> 
poses  of  traffic  up  and  down  ibe  coast,  aocArding  to  the  usage 
of  the  trade  on  the  western  coast  of  Africa.  The  period  that 
it  was  to  continue  was  not  stipulated  in  the  agreement,  or 
stated  in  his  letter  of  instructions;  and  without  admitting 
that  this  omission  imported  an  luiderstanding  between  the 
owner  and  master,  that  the  latter  was  expected  to  do  some- 
thing else  with  the  vessel  than  to  run  her  upon  the  voyage 
proposed,  there  is  no  question  ^hat,  if  he  protracted  the  ser- 
vices of  the  seamen  along  the  coast  to  an  unreasonable  ex- 
tent, they  might,  for  that  cause,  leave  the  vessel  at  a  suitable 
time  and  place.  Abbott  on  Shippl  608;  The  Crusader,  1 
Warey  437.  The  crew  were  not  under  his  absolute  power  as 
to  the  direction  of  their  services ;  much  less  could  this  indcfi- 
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niteness  ae  to  the  continuance  of  their  engagement  be  used 
by  tlie  master  to  put  them'on  a  service  wholly  foreign  to  that 
agreed  upon,  and  it  would  be,  moreover,  occasion  for  serious 
distmst  as  to  his  purposes,  on  their  part  The  chartering  the 
vessel  by  the  master  to  transport  passengers  to  Bahia,  with- 
out consulting  his  crew,  and  without  stipulation  as  to  the 
period  she  was  to  be  employed  on  her  destination  after  the 
charter-party  should  expire,  taken  in  connection  with  the  pre- 
parations before  ordered  by  him  on  board  of  the  vessel,  and 
the  notorious  courses  employed  in  carrying  on  the  slave-trade, 
were  all  calculated  to  awaken  their  alarm.  Had  the  men 
refused  to  perform  that  voyage,  or  left  the  ship  to  avoid  being 
forced  to  make  it,  the  Court  would,  without  doubt,  have  held 
that  the  circumstances  fully  excused  the  act,  and  that  they 
were  entitled  to  wages  to  that  period. 

2.  Whatever  question  might  be  raised  upon  the  first  point, 
it  is,  however,  most  clear  that  they  had  a  right  to  abandon 
the  vessel,  on  the  ground  of  her  being  chartered  for  a  voyage 
in  manifest  and  unreasonable  deviation  from  that  for  whieh 
they  shipped.  The  law  on  this  point  is  precise  and  well  set- 
tled. Cases  to  the  point  are  collected,  and  the  principles 
well  stated  in  the  elementary  books.  Ourtis  on  Merch.  Seam. 
34,  25 ;  AbboU  on  Shipp.  173,  note  1. 

But  these  doctrines,  looking  to  the  protection  and  indem- 
nity of  seamen  in  vindicating  their  rights  under  the  shipping 
contract,  ^give  no  countenance  to  the  inference  now  dought  to 
be  deduced  from  them,  that  a  crew  may  exercise  that  right  of 
withdrawing  from  the  contract,  by  also  taking  away  with 
Hiem  the  vessel  in  which  they  engaged  to  serve.  Such  a 
consequence  has  no  legitimate  connection  with  the  right 
itself,  or  the  means  necessary  to  its  exercise.  It  is  a  naked 
aggression  upon  the  rights  of  the  owner — certainly  no  less 
when  committed  in  port,  where  the  men  could  find  protection 
from  coercion  and  personal  violence,  than  at  sea-— and  it  will 
hardly  be  claimed  that  a  crew  may  surrest  the  master  and  ship 
VOL.  I.  24 
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at  sea,  and  take  command  ,of  her,  to  avoid  a  deviation  from 
the  voyage  contracted.  The  authorities  justify  them  in  refds- 
ing,  when  in  port,  to  perform  service  or  remain  on  board  after 
the  vessel  has  deviated  from  her  voyage,  (The  United  States 
V.  Mathews,  2  Sumn.  470,)  but  in  no  case  is  it  intimated  that 
they  have  the  power  to  redress  themselves  for  a  past  deviation, 
or  to  prevent  an  anticipated  one,  by  seizing  the  vessel  abroad 
and  carrying  her  back  to  her  home  port. 

This  act  of  the  orew  was  illegal.  In  an  action  by  the 
owner  against  them  for  compensation  because  of  the  loss  and 
injury  occasioned  to  him  thereby,  they  could  not  defend 
themselves  on  a  plea  of  necessity,  or  on  the  ground  of  pru- 
dent precaution.  They  were  entitled  to  leave  the  ship  and 
abandon  their  engagement,  or  to  defend  themselves,  in  the 
harbor,  from  any  attempt  by  force  to  compel  them  to  go  on 
the  voyage  to  Brazil.  Their  privilege  extended  no  farther ; 
and  if,  instead  of  furnishing  grounds  for  strongly  suspecting 
that  the  master  was  preparing  to  pervert  the  shipping  engage- 
ment into  a  slave  voyage,  they  had  proved  the  feet  explicitly, 
they  would  have  no  right  in  such  case  to  do  more  than  aban- 
don the  vessel.  The  ignorance  and  inexperience  of  the  men, 
the  suggestions  made  to  them  by  others  exciting  or  increas- 
ing their  apprehensions,  and  the  peculiar  situation  in  which 
they  were  placed,  tend  to  exonerate  them  from  all  mutinous 
or  improper  motives  in  what  was  done.  They  no  doubt 
thought  they  were  acting  for  the  best  interests  of  the  owner, 
and  in  maintenance  of  the  law«  of  their  country ;  but  most 
clearly  these  matters  were  not  within  their  competency  to 
determine,  and  in  a  civil  action  it  is  no  justification  for  an 
illegal  act  that  the  party  committed  it  with  rightful  and  com- 
mendable intentions. 

If  fully  persuaded  that  the  libellants'  acted  from  worthy 
motives,  and  in  the  belief  that  what  they  did  was  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  owner,  yet  the  Court  could  not  countenance  so 
glaring  a  dereliction  of  duty  on  the  part  6f  erailors,  by  per- 
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mitting  them  to  recover  wages  ct^ainst  the  ship  or  owner^  on 
facts  and  circamstances  such  as  are  disclosed  in  this  case.  If 
there  was  reasonable  ground  to  apprehend  danger  to  them- 
selves, personally,  in  remaining  on  board  and  remonstrating 
with  the  master  against  his  proposed  voyage,  and  refusing  to 
perform  it,  it  was  their  duty  to  leave  the  vessel ;  and  on  such 
a  termination  of  the  engagement  they  would  have  recovered, 
certainly,  the  wages  earned  on  the  eutwarcl  voyage,  and  prob- 
ably,, also,  satisfaction  for  the  return  voyage  thus  lost  By 
absconding  with  the  vessel  and  brioging  her  to  the  United 
States,  from  the  coast  of  Afiica,  they  have  been  guilty  of  a 
violation  of  their  duty  to  the  ship  and  to  the  owner,  and  de- 
prived themselves  of  aU  rightful  claim  to  wages  for  any  por- 
ti6n  of  the  time  they  were  connected  with  her. 

The  libellants  having  been  each  ej^amined  as  a  witness  in 
the  cause,  have  had  the  opportunity  of  disclosing  every  fact 
and  circumstance  within  their  personal  knowledge  conducing 
^  prove  a  guilty  purpose  on  the  part  of  the  master  of  the  ves* 
lei,  or  in  excuse  or  extenuation  of  their  imputations  against 
him,  and  of  their  own  conduct.  They  were  not  able,  how- 
ever, to  present  particulars  which,  reasonably  considered, 
could  establish  the  criminality  of  the  master's  conduct,  or 
justify  the  determination  adopted  by  them,  and  the  means 
they  took  to  carry  it  into  effect. 

Yet,  upon  the  consideration  that  they  acted  under  the  in- 
fluence of  terror,  and  not  from  insubordination  or  dishonest 
motives,  I  should  feel  inclined  to  regard  that  state  of  excite- 
ment as  so  far  palliating  the  conduct  of  the  seamen  as  to 
warrant  a  decree  leaving  them  to  pay  their  own  costs  alone, 
mthout  further  punishing  them,  by  imposing  on  them  the 
costs  of  the  owners  ;  and  if  they  possessed  means  which 
could  be  appropriated  by  the  process  of  the  Court  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  costs  created  under  these  prosecutions,  I 
should  forbear  giving  authorily  to  use  it  against  them. 

It  is  manifest  that  there  is  no  equity  in  the  case  justifying 
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the  Court  in  imposing  costs  upon  the  owner,  who  has  sus- 
tained wrong  and  serious  loss  by  the  proceeding  of  the  crew, 
and  that  the  costs  created  in  their  behalf,  in  their  own  suit, 
must  justly  fall  upon  them.  Their  proctors,  moreover,  would 
derive  no  relief  from  a  decree  which  only  exonerated  the  libd- 
lants  from  paying  costs  to  the  claimant  and  respondent ;  and 
there  being  no  sureties  to  protect  it,  it  becomes,  in  the  dis- 
position  of  final  costs,  merely  a  naked  question  of  equity 
between  the  seamen  and  the  owner.  The  judgment  of  the 
Court  upon  the  merits  has  determined  that  the  owner  was 
clear  of  all  culpability  in  the  matter,  and  that  there  was  not 
proof  sufficient  to  fasten  guilt  upon  the  master.  It  results, 
that  the  right  of  the  suit  is  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  and  the 
mistake  and  the  wrong  on  the  part  of  the  sailors,  and  that 
accordingly  they  should  be  subjected  to  bear  at  least  their 
own  costs. 

Independent  of  that  consideration,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 

owner  can  properly  claim  the  award  of  costs  against  the  libel;  • 
lants,  as  a  protection  and  immunity  against  subsequent  sniti 
on  their  part.  It  is  by  no  means  clear  that  a  decree  merely 
dismissing  the  libel  would  bar  after  actions  by  any  of  these 
parties ;  but  if  there  is  connected  with  the  order  an  award  to 
the  owner  of  his  costs  of  suit,  there  would  be  a  positive  judg- 
ment for  the  amount  rendered  against  them,  and  no  tribunal 
would  permit  the  cause  of  action  to  be  again  litigated  until 
that  judgment  was  satisfied. 

I  shall,  therefore,  decree,  that  the  action  in  rem  and  that 
in  personam  against  the  owner  be  dismissed,  with  costs  to  be 
taxed. 
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Rowland  r.  Conway. 

It  IS  the  conne  of  Admiralty  Courts  not  to  impose  costs  upon  seamen  when  they 
establish  probable  cause  fbr  iostitoting  suits  for  redress. 

The  praetice  formerly  prevailing  in  this  Court  and  in  the  Circuit  Court,  allowing 
the  impeachment  of  a  witness  by  proof  of  declarations  made  by  him  out  of  court, 
contradictory  to  his  testimony,  without  requiring  that  he  should  be  first  exam- 
ined with  respect  to  them,— commended. 

The  rule  more  recently  introduced  into  the  English  practice,  and  adopted  in  many 
of  the  State  courts  of  the  United  States,  which  prohibits  the  impeaching  of  a 
witness  by  proving  declarations  of  his  contradictory  to  his  testimony,  unless  he 
has  been  previously  questioned  in  respect  to  such  declarations,  and  afforded  the 
opportunity  to  explain  them,— disapproved.^ 

♦ 

This -was  a  libe^tn  personamy  by  Daniel  Ebwland,  one  of 
the  crew  of  the  ship  Elisha  Dennieton,  against  Andrew  Con- 
way, master  of  the  vessel,  to  recover  extra  wages,  by  way  of 
damages  for  being  pni^on  short  allowance. 

There  were  two  other  suits  agiainst  the  same  respondent, 
brought  by  B.  M.  Travers  and  Henry  Ware  respectively,  also 
members  of  the  same  crew.  All  three  suits  arose  out  of  the 
same  facts,  and  the  other  two  were,  by  stipulation,  made  to 
abide  the  event  of  this. 

The  facts  in  proof  bearing  upon  the  libellant's  daim  are 
Mly  stated  in  the  opinion.  The  principal  question  discussed, 
however,  related  to  the  propriety  of  impeaching  a  witness  by 
proof  of  declarations  made  by  him  out  of  court,  inconsistent 
with  his  testimony,  without  first  calling  the  attention  of  the 
witness  on  cross-examination  to  the  alleged  discrepancy,  and 
giving  Inm  an  opportunity  to  explain.  The  facts  on  which 
this  question  arose  were  as  follows : — 

The  libellants,  to  prove  their  case,  read  in  evidence  deposi- 


1  fiat  see  note  at  the  foot  of  thb  case,  on  the  role  Ittd  down  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Coniad  v.  Giffey,  16  How.  38. 
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tions  of  several  of  the  crew,  who  testified  that  the  bread  served 
out  to  the  crew  on  the  voyage  in  question  was  wormy,  dusty, 
filled  with  cobwebs,  and  not  snitable  or  wholesome  for  food. 
To  meet  this  testimony,  the  respondent  introduced  a  witness, 
who  testified  that  he  was  a  custom-house  officer,  and  had 
charge  of  the  ship  on  her  arrival  at  this  port  from  the  voyage; 
that  he  saw  the  several  membei;^  of  the  crew  whose  deposi- 
tions were  read  on  behalf  of  the  libellant  at  the  time  when 
they  were  paid  off;  that  he  heard  them  make  statements  in 
reply  to  questions  asked  them  by  the  captain,  to  the  efiiect 
that  the  bread  supplied  to  the  crew  on  the  voyage  was  good. 
This  testimony  was  relied  on  by  the  respbndent  as  impeach- 
ing the  credibility  of  the  depositions.  Fo»  the  libellant  it  was 
contended  that  evidence  of  these  contradi^ory  statements  out 
of  court  should  not  be  regarded  unless  the  vdtness  sought  to 
be  impeached  was,  upon  his  examination,  questioned  as  to  his 
prior  statements,  and  allowed  an  opportunity  to  explain. 

C.  Donohue^  for  the  Ubellant. 

W.  R.  Beebe^  for  the  respondent 

Betts,  J.  This  was  one  of  three  suits  brought  by  several 
of  the  crew  of  the  ship  Elisha  Denniston  against  her  master, 
for  short  allowance  of  bread  on  a  voyage  firom  New  York  to 
New  Orleans,  Mobile,  Liverpool,  and  back  to  New  York. 
The  gravamen  of  the  action  is  that  the  bread  was  wormy, 
dusty,  and  filed  with  cobwebs,  and  was  not  suitable  or  whole- 
some for  food.  • 

Two  of  the  libellants  and  four  others  of  the  crew,  all  being 
colored  men,  and  examined  upon  deposition,  testifiefl  stron^y 
to  the  badness  of  the  bread,  and  their  statements  support  the 
allegations  of  the  libel.  It  is,  however,  proved  by  the  custom- 
house officer,  who  had  charge  of  the  ship  on  her  return  to  this 
port,  that  these  latter  four  seamen  distinctly  declared  that  the 
bread  supplied  to  the  crew  on  the  voyage  was  good,  and  that 
there  was  no  ground  of  complaint  in  regard  to  it     The  bread 
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which  was  left  over  of  the  ship's  stores  after  the  voyage  was 
ended,  was  carefully  examined  by  bakers  in  this  port,  and 
they  fonnd  it  to  be  then  sonifd  and  good,  jMud  to  the  best 
quality  of  bread,  except  pilot  bread,  fiimi^H[  to  merchant 
Tessas  at  this  port,  and  to  be  greatly  superior  to  that  supplied 
to  English  vessels  in  English  ports.    These  facts,  if  considered 
in  connection  with  the  testimony  showing  statements  made  by 
Hie  witnesses  for  the  libellants  in  contradiction  of  their  testi- 
mony, displace  all  foundation  for  any  claim  for  wages  by  way 
of  damages  for  short  allowance.     For  it  appears  that  the  ship 
had  an  ample  supply  of  suitable  bread  on  board ;  twelve  or 
fourteen  barrels  were  taken  from  her  after  the  voyage  ended, 
and  the  quality  is  proved  to  have  been  then  marketable  and  faur. 
The  libel  must  accordingly  be  dismissed  on  the  demand  for 
damages  on  the  ground  of  short  allowance ;  and  as  the  other 
two  suits  were  to  depend  on  the  decision  of  this,  the  same 
decree  must  be  entered  in  them  also. 

The  other  question  raised,  whether  the  wages  due  to  the 
libellants  under  the  shipping  agreement  have  been  fully  paid 
or  not,  is  not  properly  before  me  upon  this  hearing. 

The  only  point  really  requmng  any  consideration  is  the 
award  of  costs  to  be  made.  I  consider  that  a  color  for  the 
claim  of  extra  wages  is  afforded,  as  it  appears  that  the  master 
ordered  the  bread  to  be 'baked  over  at  Liverpool.  This,  as 
the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  master  himself  shows,  is  the 
usual  course  in  case  bread  is  wormy  or  mouldy ;  and  it  is 
reasonably  to  be  inferred  that  the  expense  and  trouble  of 
lebaking  the  bread  would  not  have  been  incurred  in  this 
regard,  if  it  had  been,  during  the  whole  voyage,  pure  and 
wholesome.  It  is  shown  in  the  proofs  that  the  best  and  finest 
bread  will  occasionally  breed  worms,  and  require  purifying 
by  rebaking.  As  the  ship  had  an  abundant  supply  of  bread, 
the  officers  ought  to  have  taken  pains  to  select  that  which 
was  not  so  sSectedy  and  to  have  avoided  saving  out  vitiated 
provisions.  It  is  sufficiently  evident,  upon  the  whole  case, 
although  the  important  points  in  the  charges  and  proofis  of 
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tiie  libellants  axe  refuted  and  diBcredited^  that  the  complaint 
is  not  wholly  groundless  or  malicious;  for,  in  addition  to 
tiiese  facts,  s^anl  of  the  men'  swear  that  the  mate  was  told 
the  state  of  tnl^read,  and  that  it  was  shown  to  him,  yet  Ms 
evidence  is  not  put  in  by  the  respondent.  It  may  be  that  the 
wormy  bread  was  given  out  from  inattention ;  but  it  was  the 
master's  duty  to  see  that  none  but  fresh  provisions  were  used. 
The  course  of  Admiralty  Courts  is  not  to  charge  costs  upon 
sailprs  when  they  establish  probable  cause  for  instituting  suiis 
for  redress ;  and  I  shall  accordingly  award  no  costs  against 
-ttiem  in  these  cases. 

And  if  the  witnesses  not  interested  in  the  suits  were,  upon 
sound  and  safe  principles  of  law,  entitled  to  credit  in  these 
cases,  I  should  allow  the  libellants  summary  costs  against  the 
master,  upon  the  ground  that  although  technically  he  could 
not  be  held  chargeable  for  short  (Mowancej  yet  his  conduct  in 
permitting  bad  bread  to  be  given  out  to  the  men  should  be 
regarded  as  blameable  and  wrongfiiL 

But  deliberate  declarations  of  these  witnesses,  made  in 
direct  conflict  with  their  testimony,  are  proved  against  them; 
and  their  evidence,  under  such  circumstances,  will  not,  in  law, 
justify  a  judgment  in  conformity  to  it,  imless  it  be  corrobo- 
rated and  supported  by  other  proo&. 

It  was  insisted  that  this  evidence  of  contradictory  declara- 
tions of  the  witnesses  was  to  be  disregarded,  because  the 
witnesses  were  not  previously  cross-examined  in  reference  to 
0uch  statements.  And  this  view  is  sustained  by  the  rule  of 
evidence  on  this  point,  laid  down  in  the  Queen's  case,  {2 
Brod.  Sf  B.  315;  S.  C.  6  Emg.  G.  L.  R.  129.)  In  that  case, 
certain  questions  of  evidence  arising  out  of  the  prooeedinga 
against  Queen  Caroline,  were  put  to  the  Judges  of  England 
by  the  House  of  ^  Lords.  One  of  those  questLons  was, 
Whether,  according  to  the  practice  and  usage  of  the  courts 
below,  and  according  to  law,  when  a  witness  in  support  of  n 
prosecution  has  been  examined  in  chief^  and  has  not  bee^ 
asked  in  cross-examination  as  to  any  declarations  made  by 
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hiniy     ....    it  would  be  competent  to  the  party  accused 
to  examine  witnesses  in  his  defence  to  prove  such  declara* 
tious,  without  first  caUing  back  such  witness  examined  in 
chief,  to  be  examined  or  cross-examined  as  to  the  fact  whether 
'  he  ever  made  such  declarations  ?     The  Judges  were  unani- 
mously of  opinion  that,  <^  according  to  the  usage  and  practice 
of  the  courts  below,  and  according  to  law  as  administered  in 
those  courts,  the  proposed  proof  cannot  be  adduced  without 
a  previous  cross-examination  of  the  witness  as  to  the  matter 
tliereof."     Chief  Justice  Abbott,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  Judges,  speaks  as  follows  :  '*  The  legitimate  object  of  the 
proposed  proof  is  to  discredit  the  witness.     Now,  the  usual 
practice  of  the  courts  below,  and  a  practice  t6  which  we  are 
not  aware  of  any  exception,  is  this :  if  it  be  intended  to  bring 
the  credit  of  a  witness  into  question,  by  proof  of  any  thing  he 
may  have  said  or  declared  touching  the  cause,  the  witness  is 
first  asked  upon  cross-examination,  whether  or  no  he  has  said 
or  declared  that  which  is  intended  to  be  proved.     If  the  wit- 
ness admits  the  words  or  declarations  imputed  to  him,  the 
proof  on  the  other  side  becomes  unnecessary,  and  the  witness 
has  an  opportunity  of  giving  such  reason,  explanation,  or 
exculpation  of  his  conduct,  if  any  there  be,  as  the  particular 
circumstances  of  the  transaction  may  happen  to  furnish ;  and 
thus  the  whole  matter  is  brought  before  the  Court  at  once, 
which,  in  our  opinion,  is  the  most  convenient  course.     K  the 
witness  denies  the  words  or  declarations  imputed  to  him,  the 
adverse  party  has  an  opportunity  afterward  of  contending 
Hiat  the  matter  of  the  declaration  or  speech  is  such,  that  he  is 
not  to  be  bound  by  the  answer  of  the  witness,  but  may  con- 
tradict and  falsify  it ;  and  if  it  be  found  to  be  such,  his  proof 
in  contradiction  will  be  received  at  the  proper  season.     If  the 
witness  .declines  to  give  any  answer  to  the  question  proposed 
to  him,  by  reason  of  the  tendency  thereof  to  criminate  him- 
self, and  the  Court  is  of  opinion  that  he  cannot  be  compelled 
to  answer,  tiie  adverse  party  has,  in  this  instance,  also,  his 
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subsequent  opportunity  of  the  matter  which  is  received,  if  by 
law  it  ought  to  be  received.  But  the  possibility  that  the  wit> 
ness  may  decline  to  answer  the  question  affords  no  sufficient 
reason  for  not  giving  him  the  opportunity  of  answering,  and 
of  offering  «ucb  explanatory  or  exculpatory  matter  as  I  have  • 
before  alluded  to  ;  and  it  is,  in  our  opinion,  of  great  import- 
ance that  this  opportunity  should  be  thus  afforded,  nof'pnly 
for  the  purpose  ahready  mentioned,  but  because,  if  not  given 
in  the  first  instance,  it  may  be  wholly  lost ;  for  a  witness  who 
has  been  examined,  and  has  no  reason  to  suppose  bis  further 
attendance  requisite,  often  departs  the  court,  and  may  not 
be  found  or  brought  back  till  the  trial  be  at  an  end.  So  that 
if  evidence  of  this  sort  could  be  adduced  on  the  sudden  and 
by  surprise,  without  any  previous  intimation  to  the  witness, 
or  to  the  party  producing  him,  great  injustice  might  be  done, 
and  in  our  opinion  might]  not  unfirequently  be  done  both  to 
the  witness  and  to  the  party ;  and  this  not  only  in  the  case  of 
a  witness  called  by  a  plaintiff  or  prosecutor,  but  equally  so  in 
the  case  of  a  witness  called  by  a  defendant ;  and  one  of  the 
great  objects  in  the  course  of  proceeding  established  in  our 
courts  is  the  prevention  of  surprise,  as  fieur  as  practicable, 
upon  any  person  who  may  appear  therein." 

The  same  rule  was  laid  down  on  the  authority  of  the 
Queen's  case,  but  with  greater  precision  in  Angus  v.  Smith. 
1  Mood.  Sf  M.  473 ;  S.  C.  22  Eng.  C.  i.  R.  360.  Chief  Jus- 
tice Tindal  there  says :  ^<  I  understand  the  rule  to  be,  that 
before  you  can  contradict  a  witness  by  showing  he  has  at 
some  other  time  said  something  inconsistent  wi(h  his  present 
evidence,  you  must  ask  him  as  to  the  time,  place,  and  person 
involved  in  the  supposed  contradiction.  It  is  not  enough  to 
ask  him  the  general  question,  whether  he  has  ever  said  so  and 
BO,  because  it  may  firequently  happen  that  upon  the  general 
question  he  may  not  remember  having  so  said;  whereas, 
when  his  attention  is  challenged  to  particular  circumstances 
and  occasions,  he  may  recollect  and  explain  what  he  has  for- 
merly said," 
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I  am  aware  that  since  the  decision  df  the  Queen's*  case, 
many  of  the  State  courts  in  this  country  have '  adopted  the 
practice  thus  indicated.^ 


^  The  rule  in  the  Queen's  case  is  still  followed  in  England.  Macdonnell 
V.  Evans,  10  Eng.  L.  ^  Eq.  R.  484. 

For  the  coarse  of  American  decisions  on  the  sabject,  consult  Tacker  v, 

Welsh,  1 7  Mass.  160 ;  Brown  v.  Bellows,  4  Pick.  188 ;  The  People  t;.  Moore, 

15  Wend,  419  ;  The  United  States  v.  Dickinson,  2  McLean^  825  ;  Everson  v. 

Carpenter,  17  Wend.  419;  The  Franklin  Bank  v.  The  Steam  Navigation 

Company,  11   Gill  if  J.  28 ;  Able  v.  Shields,  7  Mis.  120 ;  Doe  v.  Reagan, 

5  Blackf.  21 7 ;  Mlntire  v.  Young,  6  R.  496 ;  The  State  v.  Marler,  2  Ala.  N. 

S.  48  ;  Weaver  i?.  Traylor,  6  Ih.  564 ;  Goode  v.  Linecum,  1  How.  (Miss.) 

281 ;  Garrett  v.  The  State,  6  Mis.  1 ;  McAteer  t?.  McMuUen,  2  Penn.  82  ; 

Kay  V.  Fredrigal,  8  lb.  221 ;  Sharp  v.  Emmet,  5  Whart.  288  ;  Seally  v.  The 

State,  1  Kelly y  218 ;  Regnier  v.  Cabot,  2  Gilm.  84 ;  Downer  v.  Dana,  19  Ft 

888 ;  Ffthner  v.  Haight,  2  Barb.  5.  C.  i^  210 ;  Story  v.  Saunders,  8  Humph. 

663;  Howell  v.  Reynolds,  \2  Ala.  128;  Clapp  v.  Wilson,  5  D^m'o,  285; 

Wilkins  o.  Babbershall,  82  Me.  184  ;  Williams  t;.  Turner,  7  Geo.  848  ;  John- 

* 
son  V.  Kinsey,  lb,  428 ;  Williams  v.  Chapman,  lb.  467 ;  Moore  v.  Bettis,  11 

Humph.  67 ;  Clementine  v.  The  State,  14  Mis.  112 ;  King  t7.  Wicks,  20  Ohio, 
8? ;  Sprague  v.  Cadwell,  12  Barb.  516  ;  Carlisle  v.  Hunley,  15  Ala.  628 ;  Nel- 
son o.  Iverson,  17  /i^.  216 ;  Armstrong  v.  Huffstutler,  19  i(.  51 ;  Powell  v. 
The  State,  i&.  677 ;  Titus  v.  Ash,  4  Foster^  819  ;  Hedge  v.  Clapp,  22  Conn. 
262 ;  Bryan  v.  Walton,  14  Geo.  185 ;  Smith  v.  The  People,  2  Mich.  415 ; 
Wright  V.  Hicks,  15  Geo.  160 ;  Wiggins  v.  Holman,  5  Ind.  502 ;  Patchin  i^. 
The  Astor  Mutual  Insurance  Company,  8  Kem^  268 ;  Ware  v.  Ware,  8  GreenL 
42. 

From  these  cases  it  would  appear  that  the  rule  of  the  Queen's  case  has 
been  adopted  in  the  States  of  New  York,  Alabama,  Georgia,  Ohio,  Michigan, 
Maryland,  lifissouri,  Indiana,  Illinois,  and  Tennessee ;  having,  also,  been  ex- 
pressly applied  to  the  case  of  depositions^  in  New  York,  Alabama,  Greorgia, 
and  Tennessee.  , 

That  it  has  been  disavowed  in  Massachusetts,  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Con- 
necticut, and  Pennsylvania. 

That  it  has  been  adopted  in  Vermont;  but  with  the  exception  that  it  is 
there  held  to  be  inapplicable  to  the  case  of  depositions,  whether  taken  with  or 
without  notice,  and  whether  or  not  the  adverse  party  attended  at  the  taking 
or  not.  In  case  of  deposition,  the  adverse  party  may,  without  previous  in- 
qiury,  prove  any  inconsistent  declarations  or  conduct  of  the  witness.  Dow- 
ner V.  Dana,  19  Vt.  888. 
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Thus,  in  Davis  v,  Kimball,  (19  Wend,  438,)  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  New  York  follows  the  ruling  of  the 
Queen's  case  and  of  Angus  v.  Smith,  applying  it  to  the  spe- 
cial case  of  a  witness  examined  upon  commission  by  interrog- 
atories and  cross-interrogatories,  whoG^e  deposition  was  sought 
to  be  impeached  by  proof  of  counter  statements  made  by  the 
witness  out  of  court.  And  the  Court  answer  the  objection 
raised,  that  in  the  case  of  depositions  taken  under  a  commis- 
sion there  is  no  opportunity  to  call  the  attention  of  the  wit- 
ness to  the  inconsistent  declarations,  by  remarking  that  there 
is  no  reason  for  a  distinction  between  this  and  the  case  where 
the  discovery  of  the  evidence  occurred  after  the  cross-exami- 
nation was  ended,  and  the  witness  had  left  court  and  coold 
not  be  brought  back — a  case  which  all  the  Judges  in  the 
Queen's  case  refused  to  make  an  exception ; — and  by  the  fur- 
ther suggestion  that  there  is  an  additional  reason  for  the 
application  of  the  rule  in  the  case  of  depositions,  as  otherwise 
a  strong  temptation  would  exist  to  tamper  with  witnesses  to 
pervert  or  manufacture  conversations  after  the  execution  of 
the  commission,  and  when  explanation  would  be  impossible. 
lb.  441. 

So,  also,  Mr.  Justice  McLean,  in  the  U.  S.  Circuit  Court, 
adopts  the  same  rule  of  evidence  as  the  one  prevailing  in 
Ohio,  and  as  therefore  obligatory  upon  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  sitting  within  that  State.  McKinney  v.  NeiU,  1  Mif- 
LecMy  647.  But  it  would  seem  to  be  the  usage  of  the  Court 
upon  that  circuit  to  regard  the  practice  of  the  local  courts  as 
governing  that  of  the  federal  courts  there  held.  And  see 
remarks  of  Story,  J.,  in  Beers  o,  Haughton,  9  Pet  362. 

The  Circuit  Court  in  this  District,  however,  upon  mature 
consideration,  declined  to  adopt  the  rule  of  the  Queen's  case, 
considering  the  subject  to  be  merely  matter  of  practice  test- 
ing in  the  discretion  of  the  several  courts.  It  was  so  treated 
by  the  Judges  who  assigned  their  reasons,  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  for  the  rule.  The  argument  in  its  support  was  not 
based  on  common-law  principles  of  evidence.     This  view  of 
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the  subject  seemed  to  us  also  to  be  consonant  to  authority. 
Phill  on  Ev.  ch,  8,  230 ;  2  Cow.  Sf  H.  notes,  773 ;  Tucker  v. 
Welsh,  17  M(iss.  166.     We  regarded  the  rule  which  we  con- 
*   sidered  to  have  prevailed  in  England  and  in  this  State,  prior 
to  the  Queen's  case,  to  be  recommended  by  considerations  of 
higher  weight  than  those  adduced  in  support  of  the  rule  de- 
clared in  the  Queen's  case  ;  but  which  was  not  directly  sanc- 
tioned by  the  New  York  Supreme  Court,  previous  to  1838. 
It  is  clear,  from  the  decision  in  1886,  (The  People  t;.  Moore, 
15  WendL  410,)  that  at  the  date  of  that  decision,  the  courts 
of  this  State  had  not  adopted  the  rule  of  the  Queen's  case, 
which  had  been  promulgated  as  early  as  1820  ;  nor  was  that 
role  observed  in  the  early  practice  of  the  EngUsh  courts. 
1  PhiU.  on  Ev.  ed.  1820,  212 ;  Peake's  JSi;.  89 ;  1  Sta/rkie  on 
Ev.  1st  ed  1451 ;  2  Esp.  601 ;  Hawk.  P.  C.  B.  2,  ch.  46,  §  14 ; 
1  McNaUy  on  Ev.  378.     Nor  had  it  prevailed,  at  least  to  any 
great  extent,  either  among  the  courts  of  the  several  States  of 
the  United  States,  anterior  to  the  Queen's  case ;  (1  Hayw. 
N.  a  R.  437 ;  Tucker  v.  Welsh,  17  Mass.  166 ;  4  Pick.  441 ; 
1  Serg.  Sf  R.  526;  2  Esp.  N.  P.  ed.  1811,  540;  Baker  v.  Ar- 
nold, 3  Cat.  279 ;  The  People  v.  Vane,  12  Wend.  79  ;  8  Greenl. 
42 ;)  or  among  the  courts  of  the  United  States.    1  Wash.  C. 
C.  R.  413  ;  6ilp.  616  ;  1  Pet.  G.  C.  K  20a     We  discerned 
nothing  in  the  reasons  governing  the  Queen's  case  to  induce 
us  to  chemge  the  practice  heretofore  adopted  in  the  Circuit 
Court  and  in  this  Court,,  to  conform  to  that  decision.     It 
seemed  to  us  that  the  more  sound  and  consistent  course  was 
to  require  the  party  whose  witness  was  impeached  by  proof 
of  his  contradictory  statements,  to  assume  the  burden  of  pro- 
ducing the  witness  again  to  explain  his  own  declarations. 
The  case  of  Judson  v.  Blanchard,  (4  Conn.  R  557,)  is  an  au- 
thority allowing  that  to  be  done.      The  testimony  of  the 
witness  in  court  may  be  the  occasion  of  recalling  to  the  mem- 
ory of  others  what  he  had  said  elsewhere ;  and  thus  contra- 
dictory statements  may  often,  as  we  considered,  come,  for  the 
vSl.'  I.  25 
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first  time,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  party  interested  to  produce 
them,  after  the  examination  and  the  cross-examination  of  the 
witnesses  had  closed,  and  very  probably  after  he  was  out  of  the 
recall  of  such  party,  and  thus  even  life  be  saved  against  the  • 
testimony  of  u^pulons  and  perverse  witaesses. 

These  considerations,  with  others,  satisfied  the  Conrt  tiiat 
the  old  and  familiar  practice  in  this  respect  was  to  be  pre- 
ferred to  that  established  by  the  Queen's  case,  as  a  means 
for  nnmasking  fictitious  evidence,  and  protecting  property, 
life,  and  character  exposed  to  peril  by  the  oaths  of  reckless ' 
witnesses.  This  rule  is  more  emphatically  important  in 
respect  to  evidence  given  imder  commissions  or  by  deposition, 
than  to  that  given  orally  in  open  court  We  accordingly 
have  held  that  the  credibility  of  a  witness  may  be  impeached 
by  proving  his  declarations  made  out  of  court,  and  oontza- 
dictory  to  his  testimony,  without  a  previous  examination^ 

I  am  accordingly  of  opinion  that  the  depositions  offered  by 
the  libellants,  in  support  of  their  libel,  may  be  impugned  by 
evidence  of  the  contradictory  declarations  made  by  the  wit- 
ness not  on  oath,  and  that  upon  the  whole  evidence  the  equity 
preponderates  in  favor  of  the  respondent,  upon  the  question 
of  his  liability  to  the  libellants  for  costs.  The  libel  must 
therefore  be  dismissed,  without  costs,  unless,  upon  the  report 
of  the  commissioner,  a  balance  of  wages  earned  under  the 
shipping  articles  shall  be  found  due  to  the  libellants. 

Decree  accordingly. 


I  The  rale  laid  down  in  the  text,  prevailed  in  both  the  Giranit  and  District 
Courts  in  this  district,  until  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  in  Conrad  v,  Giffey,  IS  How,  88,  decided  in  1858.  In  that  case  it 
was  held,  Mr.  Justice  McLean  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  that  te 
rule  of  the  Qneenis  case  is  a  sahrtary  (me,  and  shoold  be  fbUowed  in  die 
Courts  of  the  United  States.  That  rule  has,  therefiire,  now  hecome  the  law 
governing  the  practice  of  the  United  States  Courts  in  this  district ;  but  it  was 
thought  proper  to  preserve  the  history  and  reasons  of  the  change  therein, 
establbhed  in  1858. 
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A  Court  of  Admiraltj  will  not  order  a  salvage  suit  to  bo  set  aside  or  to  be  stajed 
because  there  is  pending  in  a  coort  of  law  an  action  of  replevin  for  the  salved 
property,  brought  by  the  owner  against  the  salvor,  and  in  which  the  validitj  of 
the  8aivor*8  lien  upon  the  property  may  be  detenmned. 

Tbi8  was  a  itbel  in  rem^  filed  by  John  S.  Keteltas,  against 
*  a  certain  Baft  of  Sparsi  to  recover  compensatioii  for  salvage 
services. 

The  facts  oat  of  which  the  action  arose  were,  in  brief,  as 
follows :  On  April  8, 1848,  the  libellant  observed  the  Baft  in 
question,  which  consisted  of  sixteen  spars,  to  be  adrift  below 
the  Narrows  and  floating  out  to  sea.  He  procured  the  assist^ 
ance  of  two  or  three  other  persons,  and  the  whole  party,  by 
means  of  boats,  stopped  the  Baft,  and  towed  it  to  the  Btaten 
Island  shore. 

On  the  9th  of  April,  the  libellant  gave  notice  to  one  of  the 
coroners  of  Richmond  couniy  of  his  having  found  the  Baft, 
and  requested  him  to  take  possession  of  it,  and  to  publish 
notice  of  its  having  been  recovered,  for  the  benefit  of  the  own- 
ers. On  the  10th  of  April,  the  coroner  caused  an  advertise- 
ment to  be  published  in  the  New  York  Commercial  Adver- 
tiser, stating  that  the  Baft  had  been  found  and  was  in  his 
possession.  It  was  claimed  by  the  owner,  who  offered  the 
libellant  $30  for  his  services  rendered.  This  sum  the  latter 
refused  to  accept. 

On  the  14th  of  April,  the  alleged  owner  served  on  the 
present  libellant  a  writ  of  replevin,  issued  out  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  procure  the  delivery  of 
the  Baft  to  himself-r-he  having  previously  executed,  in  due 
form,  the  bond  required  by  the  then  existing  law  of  the  State. 
'  The  libellant,  at  about  the  same  time,  instituted  this  suit  for 
salvage,  in  his  own  name,  and  caused  the  Baft  to  be  attached 
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in  his  favor  by  a  deputy  marshal  of  the  United  States.  The 
persons  associated  with  the  libellant  in  salving  the  Raft,  there- 
upon came  in  by  petition,  asking  that  they  might  be  made 
parties  to  the  suit  with  the  libellant,  and  that  salvage  com- 
pensation might  be  awarded  to  them  also. 

The  owner  of  the  Raft,  George  "W.  King,  intervened  in  the 
suit  by  claim  and  answer ;  and  he  now  moved  that  the  action 
in  the  District  Court  be  wholly  set  aside ;  or  that,  if  he  was 
not  entitled  to  that  relief,  then  that  all  proceedings  in  it  be 
stayed  until  the  replevin  suit  in  the  State  Court  be  deter-* 
mined. 

Other  circumstances  involved  in  the  case,  but  not  import- 
ant to  this  motion,  are  stated  in  the  report  of  the  decision 
upon  the  merits,  made  in  February,  1849,  and  reported  posij 
in  its  order  of  date. 

m 

Martin  Sf  Smithy  for  the  motion. 
J.  B.  Pu/rrop,  opposed. 

Betts,  J.  The  depositions  upon  which  the  motion  now 
before  the  Court  is  founded,  attempt  to  show  that  the  timber 
had  been  wrongfully  if  not  feloniously  taken  from  the  posses- 
sion of  the  claimant ;  and  they  make  suggestions  tending  to 
charge  the  libellant  with  an  improper  acquisition  or  posses- 
sion of  the  property. 

The  testimony  upon  the  other  side,  however,  wholly  dis- 
places, as  far  as  this  proceeding  is  concerned,  any  pretence 
for  the  imputation  of  dishonest  or  improper  conduct  on  the 
part  of  the  libellant,  in  obtaining  possession  of  the  timber 
which  forms  the  subject  of  the  suit;  and,  accordingly,  the 
motion  must  be  decided  upon  the  assumption  that  the  libel- 
lant came  bond  fide  into  possession  of  the  Raft  by  finding  it 
adrift  at  sea,  and  by  a  laudable  effort  4o  save  it  from  being 
lost. 

Accordingly  the  single  point  which  arises  for  decision  upon 
the  motion  is,  whether  this  Court  will,  either  as  matter  of 


MAY,  1848.  298 


A  Raft  of  Span. 


right  to  the  claimant,  or  by  comity  towards  the  mnnicipal 
conxts,  caase  the  prosecntion  of  this  action  to  surcease  until 
the  action  at  law  in  the  State  Court  is  determined. 

It  is  plain,  from  the  course  of  decision  in  the  Supreme 
CTourt  of  New  York,  (Bowne  t;.  Jpy,  9  Johns.  221 ;  Walsh  v. 
Dorkin,  12  lb.  99,)  and  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  First  Cir^ 
cuit,  (Certain  Logs  of  Mahogany,  2  Sumn.  589,)  that  the 
pendency  of  the  replevin  suit  in  the  State  Court  ought  not  to 
be  regarded  as  a  legal  bar  which  could  be  pleaded  in  abate* 
*  ment  to  the  libel  in  rem  in  this  Court  Not  only  are  the  jnris* 
dictions,  so  iar  as  concerns  the  question  under  consideration, 
foreign  to  each  other,  but  an  action  in  replevin  and  an  attach- 
ment  in  rem^  to  enforce  a  lien  by  ihe  process  of  an  Admiralty 
Court,  are  proceedings  which  are  in  their  nature  distinct, 
although  the  property  which  forms  the  subject  of  each  pro- 
ceeding may  be  the  same.  The  matter  triable  in  a  replevin 
suit  must  relate  to  the  taking,  or  to  the  better  title  ot  right  of 
possession  of  the  particular  parties  to  the  suit  in  ihe  property 
in  qnestion.  2  Rev.  Slats*  522,  ^§  1,  63,  54,  64.  In  the  pres- 
ent case,  it  must  be  limited  to  the  question,  whether  the  libel- 
lant  has  acquired  an  incumbrance  upon  the  Baft  against  all 
the  world  in  the  character  of  salvor.  The  validity  of  the  lien 
may  become  an  essential  inquiry  in  the  replevin  suit  as  well 
as  under  the  attachment  in  this  Court ;  so  that  in  the  former 
cause,  the  court  of  law,  in  adjudicating  upon  the  claim  of 
the  plaintiff  to  the  possession  of  the  Raft,  may  incidentally 
decide  upon  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  salvage  compen- 
sation. This,  however,  will  not  necessarily  be  the  case.  The 
right  of  possession  may  very  possibly  be  determined  without 
drawing  in  question  tiie  validity  of  the  asserted  Hen.  For 
instance,  jnasmuch  as  at  common  law  the  right  of  possession 
of  chattels,  by  virtue  of  a  /ieit,  depends  on  a  continued 
occupancy  and  holding  of  the  thing  to  which  it  is  claimed  the 
ben  attaches,  and  as  any  voluntary  relinquishment  of  the 

actual  possession,  however  temporary,  may  have  the  effect  of 

25* 
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discharging  and  extinguishing  the  lien,  (Meany  v.  Head,  1 
MasoHj  319 ;  Exp.  Foster,  2  Story  j  131 ;  8U>ry  on  Bailm.  ^440, 
588,)  the  court  of  law  might  be  bound  to  stdjudge  the  [vop- 
erty  in  suit  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  of  replevin,  in  caBe 
the  defendant  failed  to  prove  an  uninterrupted  holding  of  it, 
under  his  salvage  incumbrance.  This  would  leave  the  actual 
right  of  the  salvors  wholly  out  of  view. 

I  do  not  say  that  the  Supreme  Court  cannot  shape  tbe 
issues  in  the  replevin  suit  so  as  to  determine  the  question  of 
salvage,  and  so  as  also  to  settle  between  the  co-salvors  them- 
selves the  proportions  of  the  whole  sum  awarded,  which  may 
be  due  to  each  of  them  respectively,  or  that  they  cannot  com- 
pel the  payment  of  what  may  be  found  due,  by  means  of  the 
replevin  bond ;  but  only  that  it  is  by  no  means  dear  that 
these  things  must  and  wiU  be  settled  in  the  action  at  law. 
It  is  manifest,  however,  that  the  procedure  requisite  to  accom- 
plish those  objects  would  be  but  little  in  consonance  with  tiie 
course  of  practice  in  law  courts,  and  would  be  an  awkward 
and  ungainly  mode  of  dealing  with  the  interests  of  salvors. 

There  are  several  cases  to  be  found  in  the  reports  of  the 
courts  of  this  State  which  evince  the  difficulty  of  rendering  a 
judgment  in  a  replevin  suit  which  shall  coincide  fully  with 
the  true  rights  and  equities  of  the  parties.  See  Bemus  v, 
Beekman,  3.  Wend.  667 ;  Rogers  v.  Arnold,  12  lb.  32 ;  Fierce 
V.  Van  Dyke,  6  IS//,  613 ;  Anstice  v.  Holmes,  3  Den,  244. 

Moreover,  even  if  the  questions  to  be  tried  in  the  two  suits 
were  identical,  the  difference  between  the  remedies  awarded 
and  the  fact  that  the  remedy  in  Admiralty  by  attachment  of 
the  property  itself  is  more  sure  and  expeditious  than  that 
given  at  law,  would  operate  strongly  in  inducing  the  C5oart 
not  to  exercise  its  discretionary  power  over  the  suit  in  this 
Court,  in  such  manner  as  to  give  a  preference  to  the  more 
dilatory  and  uncertain  procedure  at  law. 

And  it  is  manifest  that  the  difference  indicated  by  Judge 
Story,  in  the  case  ahready  cited,  (Certain  Logs  of  Mohogaoy, 
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2  Sumn,  689,)  between  the  parties  to  the  two  actions,  would 
deter  the  Conrt  from  arresting  the  one  in  rem.  In  addition 
to  the  reasons  governing  that  case,  there  should,  in  the  pres- 
ent case,  be  added  the  consideration  that  the  several  libellants 
may  have  interests  in  the  suit  which  are  wholly  different.  It 
is  the  daily  business  of  Admiralty  Courts  to  adjudicate  be- 
tween salvors  themselves  the  appropriation  of  the  salvage 
reward,  in  the  action  instituted  against  the  property  salved ; 
and  salvors  are  not  driven  to  separate  suits  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  such  adjustments.  This  end  could  not  be  attained 
with  any  convenience  or  celerity  in  a  suit  in  replevin'.  The 
direct  issues  could  hardly  embrace  the  questions  arising  be- 
tween the  salvors ;  and  a  suit  upon  the  bond  given  to  secure 
the  damages  sustained  by  the  defendant,  even  if  his  services 
could  be  in  this  manner  fally  remunerated,  would  scarcely 
avail  to  the  benefit  of  the  co-salvors,  who  are  not  parties  to 
the  record  in  the  replevin  suit. 

Nor  is  the  fact  to  be  lost  sight  of,  in  estimating  the  import- 
ance of  these  differences  in  the  two  proceedings,  that  et^en  if  in 
the  replevin  suit  a  judgment  might  be  given  determining  the 
right  of  the  salvage  reward,  and  the  amount  to  be  allowed 
tiierefor,  such  judgment  must,  in  conformity  to  the  course 
of  law  courts,  be  rendered  solely  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
in  the  action,  he  alone  appearing  on  the  record  to  maintain 
that  interest.  The  proceeds  of  any  recovery  must  go  into  his 
hands,  leaving  his  co-salvors  to  the  inconvenience  of  separate 
actions  against  him  for  the  recovery  of  their  shares.  The 
Admiralty  Ck>urt,  on  the  other  hand,  acts  directly  upon  the 
property  and  its  proceeds,  and  administers  their  distribution 
according  to  the  rights  of  all  parties,  whether  litigants  in  the 
original  proceedings  or  not 

Again :  in  a  replevin  suit  against  salvors,  they  may  be 
drawn  into  controversies  between  outside  parties,  on  conflict- 
ing claims  to  the  property  saved,  or  to  the  true  right  to  its 
possession,  in  none  of  which  matters  they  have  any  interest 
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Their  right  attaches  to  the  property  sayed,  inespective  of  the 
ownership  of  it,  or  to  the  possessory  interests  of  others.  To 
determine  and  satisfy  their  right  does  not  involve  the  nece»> 
sity  of  inquiring  into  the  title  or  privileges  of  other  parties, 
and  salvors  ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  forego  the  peculiar 
and  expeditious  remedy  allowed  them  in  Admiralty,  and  to 
abide  the  result  of  protracted  and  entangled  litigation  with 
others  as  to  the  possession  of  or  title  to  the  property  subject 
to  their  ii^cumbrance. 

Upon  these  considerations,  I  do  not  regard  the  claimant 
as  entitled  to  the  interposition  for  which  he  asks ;  and  am 
equally  clear  that  to  grant  the  application  considered  as 
addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  upon  grounds  of 
comity  or  otherwise,  would  be  inexpedient,  and,  indeed,  un- 
just   The  papers  before  me  do  not  show  that  there  is  any 
pending  conflict  of  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  be- 
tween the  State  Court  and  this  Court     The  libellant  has  no 
manual  or  positive  possession  of  the  timber  given  him  by  the 
proce8s*of  this  Court,  under  which  he  resists  or  thwarts  the 
writ  of  replevin  issued  by  the  State  Court    The  question,  so 
fiar,  is  merely  a  speculative  one,  whether  the  arrest  under  the 
law  writ  or  the  attachment  shall  be  the  effective  one ;  and 
until  the  opposing  action  of  the  marshal  and  sheri£^  under 
those  processes,  shall  make  it  necessary  to  determine  that 
point,  this  Court  will  forbear  intermeddling  with  it,  and  leave 
the  action  here  to  take  the  usual  course.    The  motion  to 
supersede  or  stay  the  action  brought  in  this  Court  is  accord- 
ingly denied.     The  costs  of  the  motion  are  to  abide  the 
decision  of  the  cause  upon  the  merits. 

Order  accordingbf. 
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A  party  cannot  be  allowed,  after  receiving  a  pleading  and  replying  to  it,  to  treat  it, 
upon  any  ground  of  defect  afterwards  discovered,  as  a  nullity,  and  proceed  as  if 
none  had  been  served. 

Afier  a  bond  has  been  given  by  a  respondent  to  the  marshal,  in  compliance  with 
the  Bales  oC  the  Supreme  Court,  the  libellant  cannot  exact  any  additional  stipu- 
lation. 

If  the  former  Knles  of  the  District  Court  respecting  security  to  be  given  for  costs 
may  be  considered  as  still  in  force  for  the  purpose  of  protection  to  the  officers  of 
the  Court  for  the  recovery  of  their  fees,  this  is  not  a  matter  which  affects  the 
libellant,  and  he  is  not  entitled  to  ground  any  proceeding  on  the  omission  of  the 
respondent  to  give  the  security  prescribed  by  those  rules. 

The  libellant  entered  an  irregular  default  against  respondent,  and  moved  the  cause 
on  for  hearing  on  a  reference  to  a  commissioner.  The  respondent  appeared,  took 
no  objection,  but  consented  to  adjournments 

Held,  1.  That  his  appearance,  &c.,  before  the  referee,  constituted  a  voluntary 
consent  on  his  part  to  waive  the  irregularities  committed,  and  to  submit  the  case 
to  the  determination  of  the  commissioner. 

2.  That  the  Court  had  power,  however,  to  set  aside  the  proceedings,  and  would 
do  so,  on  terms,  inasmuch  as  it  was  necessary  to  do  so  in  order  to  enable  the 
respondent  to  have  the  benefit  of  his  real  defence. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam,  by  Levi  Graines  against  John 
H.  Travis,  to  recover  seamen's  wages. 

The  libellant  having  proceeded  to  bring  the  cause  to  a  hear- 
ing before  a  commissioner  as  upon  default  to  answer,  the 
respondent  now  moved,  on  grounds  which  folly  appear  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Court,  to  set  aside  the  default  and  all  subse- 
quent proceedings  for  irregularity. 

&  Sanzat/j  for  the  motion. 

Alanson  Nashj  opposed. 

Betts,  J.  The  respondent  moves  to  set  aside  the  default 
taken  against  him  by  the  libellant,  and  all  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings, for  irregularity. 

Both  parties  also  put  in  statements  touching  the  merits  of 
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the  case,  but  it  is  not  necessary  at  this  stage  of  the  cause  to 
discuss  them. 

The  monition  in  the  cause  was  returned  on  the  25th  of 
April  The  respondent  appeared  by  his  proctor,  and  a  few 
days'  time  were  conceded  him  by  the  libellant's  proctor  to  put 
in  an  answer.  The  answer  was  filed  and  served  on  the  libel- 
lant's  proctor  on  the  second  day  of  May,  and  on  the  same 
day  a  notice  was  given  by  the  latter  in  conformity  with  ihe 
provisions  of  Kule  88  of  this  Court,  to  the  proctor  of  the  re- 
spondent, that  the  matters  of  defence  set  up  by  the  answer 
would  be  contested  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 

The  cause  was  thus  properly  at  issue  on  the  merits,  and 
neither  party  could  afterwards  proceed  in  it,  except  in  subor- 
dination to  the  rules  governing  the  practice  of  the  Court  in 
respect  to  issues  duly  joined. 

At  this  point  in  the  prodeedings  both  parties  deviated  fit>m 
the  established  course  of  practice,  and  were  each  guilty  of 
irregularities. 

The  libellant  having  ascertained  that  the  answer  was  filed 
without  the  stipulation  for  costs  required  to  be  given  by  the 
rules  of  the  Court,  regarded  it  as  a  nullity,  and  proceeded  to 
a  reference  before  a  commissioner.  Notice  of  the  reference 
was  given  to  the  libellant,  who  appeared  before  the  commis- 
sioner, and  without  making  any  objection  to  the  course  of 
proceedings,  consented  to  adjournments  of  the  hearing  which 
were  directed  by  th6  commissioner* 

The  course  pursued  by  the  libellant,  in  bringing  the  cause 
on  before  the  commissioner,  was  irregular  and  unauthorized 
in  two  respects. 

The  answer  had  already  been  accepted,  and  an  issue  firamed 
upon  it  as  perfect ;  and  the  libellant  was  thereby  precluded 
from  disregarding  it,  and  must  appeal  to  the  Court  to  compel 
the  respondent  to  take  further  steps,  if  required  for  his  pro- 
tection, or  for  an  order  that  the  answer  be  deemed  a  nullity. 
A  party  cannot  be  allowed,  after  receiving  a  pleading  and 
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replying  to  it,  to  proceed  as  if  none  had  been  served.  'If, 
indeed,  he  is  not  to  be  held  in  such  case  absolutely  concluded 
from  objecting  to  it,  either  as  imperfect  in  form  or  as  put  in 
in  an  improper  manner,  he  must  at  least  apply  to  the  Court 
for  relief,  and  cannot  take  the  decision  of  the  question  into 
his  own  hands,  at  discretion. 

The  answer  was,  however,  regular  and  complete  as  against 
the  libellant ;  and  this  furnishes  the  second  ground  of  objec- 
tion to  the  practice  adopted  by  him.  Affcer  a  bond  teis  been 
given  to  the  marshal,  pursuant  to  the  rules  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  the  libellant  has  no  power  to  exact  any  additional 
stipulation  from  the  respondent.  If  the  rules  of  this  Court 
oonjQict  with  Rule  3  of  the  Supreme  Court,  they  are  super* 
seded  by  it.  The  rule  of  the  Supreme  Court  not  only  secures 
to  a  libellant  all  the  protection  provided  by  the  rules  of  this 
Court  as  to  costs,  but  more  than  that,  the  sureties  to  the  bond 
became  bound  absolutely  for  the  performance  of  the  decree 
of  the  Court ;  that  is,  in  a  case  like  this,  for  the  payment  of 
the  debtL  Accordingly,  if  the  libellant  required  from  the  re- 
spondent the  stipulations  directed  by  the  rules  of  the  District 
Court,  he  would  of  necessity  be  obliged  to  relinquish  the 
higher  security  held  by  him  in  the  bond  to  the  marshal* 

There  may,  indeed,  be  a  doubt  whether  the  costs  payable 
to  ofBcers  of  the  Court  are  secured  by  the  terms  of  the  bond 
to  the  marshal  The  clerk  might,  therefore,  be  justified  in 
exacting  pre-payment  of  those  costs,  before  receiving  and 
filing  an  answer  or  other  pleading  on  the  part  of  the  respond- 
ent, or  rendering  other  services  on  his  behalf ;  or  possibly  the 
ntles  of  this  Court  may  be  held  to  remain  yet  in  force,  hoc 
tenus,  in  protection  of  the  interests  of  the  clerk  and  marshal 
The  duty  of  giving  a  security  which  shall  enure  to  the  protec* 
tion  of  the  officers  is,  however,  a  matter  which  in  no  way  affects 
the  libellant,  and  he  Ib  not  entitled  to  look  into  it,  or  to  ground 
any  proceeding  upon  his  part,  on  its  omission  or  imperfect 
performance  by  the  respondent. 
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Had  the  respondent  rested  upon  his  rights,  the  Court  most 
have  set  aside  the  proceedings  as  wholly  irregular,  and  the 
entry  of  an  order  of  reference  as  nugatory.  But  he  having 
appeared  upon  the  reference,  on  due  notice  thereof,  and  con- 
sented to  adjournments  ordered  by  the  commissioner,  he  most 
be  held  to  have  waived  the  irregularity,  and  to  have  assented 
to  the  reference. 

The  Court  would,  accordingly,  hold  the  respondent  to  his 
implied  election,  and  leave  the  question  of  the  aocounts  be* 
tween  the  parties  to  the  investigation  and  report  of  the  com- 
missioner, if  it  were  not  made  to  appear  that  the  respondent 
relies  for  his  defence  on  evidence  showing  a  payment  received 
by  the  libellant,  in  full  satisfaction  of  his  demand ;  while  the 
libellant  resists  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  under  the  order 
of  reference.  As  this  is  a  matter  which  does  not  appropri- 
ately come  within  an  order  of  reference,  there  is  a  formal  dif- 
ficulty in  trying  the  question  of  award  and  satisfaction  before 
a  commissioner  under  a  general  order  of  reference  ;  and,  there- 
fore, to  save  the  respondent  from  the  loss  of  all  opportunity  to 
prove  his  defence,  I  shall  direct  the  order  of  reference  to  be 
rescinded,  and  that  the  parties  proceed  to  final  hearing  before 
the  Court  on  the  issue  as  it  stands. 

Stress  was  laid  by  the  counsel  for  the  libellant  upon  Rule 
40  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as  limiting  the  authority  of  this 
Court  in  setting  aside  defaults.  That  rule  has  reference  to 
more  solemn  and  definite  decrees,  if,  indeed,  it  is  not  confined 
in  its  application  to  final  decrees  in  the  cause.  Rule  29 
would  be  the  one  most  applicable  to  the  subject,  if  the  action 
of  the  Court  is  controlled  by  either.  The  inherent  powers  of 
all  courts  enable  them  to  regulate  the  incidental  and  interloc- 
utory orders  and  practice  in  the  progress  of  a  cause,  and  this 
Court,  so  far  as  it  is  not  restrained  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
can  do  so  at  its  discretion.  Those  rules  of  the  Supreme 
Court  are  i^  affirmance  and  not  in  restraint  of  that  power. 

The  order  of  reference  will,  however,  be  revoked,  on  condi- 
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tion  that  the  respondent  pay  the  costs  created  before  the  com- 
missioner appointed  by  it.  He  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  volun- 
tary party  to  those  expenses ;  for  if  he  intended  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  irregolarity  committed  by  the  libellant  in  taking  out 
the  order,  he  ought  to  have  done  so  when  Grst  apprised  of  it ; 
and  he  cannot  thus,  by  his  acquiescence,  induce  the  accumu- 
lation of  costs  and  then  cast  them  upon  the  libellant.  The 
Court  will  not,  upon  the  proofs,  hold  his  assent  and  acquies- 
cence as  conclusively  binding|  upon  him ;  but  there  would  be 
no  equity  in  reUevingKm  from  their  effect  upon  easier  terms 
than  the  reimbursement  of  the  costs  accrued  from  his  own 
act.  The  libellant  will  not,  however,  be  allowed  any  costs 
except  disbursements  actually  incurred  by  the  reference.  His 
preliminary  steps  being  irregular  in  themselves,  cannot  be  the 
occasion  of  costs  in  his  own  favor  against  the  respondent. 

Order  accordingly.^ 


1  This  cause  came  before  the  Court  again  in  November,  1848,  on  a  final 
hearing.  It  then  appeared  that  the  payment  relied  upon  hj  the  respondent 
al^  his  defence,  was  made  upon  a  private  settlement  of  the  suit  between  the 
parties,  out  of  court,  and  without  the  concurrence  of  the  libellant's  proctor, 
and  that  the  libellant's  proctor  was  now  continuing  the  sait  to  recover  his 
costs. 

Held,  that  the  rule  was  settled  that  such  a  settlement  of  a  suit  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  fraudulent  as  against  the  proctors  and  officers  of  the  Court ;  that 
the  settlement  could  not  exonerate  the  respondent  from  his  liability  for  costs ; 
that  the  proper  mode  for  a  proctor  to  recover  his  costs  in  such  case  was  by 
prosecuting  the  snit  commenced,  as  if  it  had  not  been  interfered  with  by  the 
libellant ;  and  that,  upon  the  evidence,  the  decree  must,  therefbre,  be  that  the 
libellant  recover  his  taxable  costs  in  the  cause. 

The  cause  came  before  the  Court  for  the  third  time,  in  January,  1849,  upon 
a  motion  on  behalf  of  the  stipulator,  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  taken  subse- 
quent to  the  decree,  and  also  to  discharge  him  from  arrest  The  proceedings 
had  at  that  time  will  be  reported  post  in  their  order  of  date. 

VOL.  I.  26 
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Thb  Bark  Laubens^  and  ^SO^OOO  in  spegib. 

Where  an  attorney  in  fact  of  an  absent  owner  of  property,  intenrened  on  his  behalf 
by  claim  and  answer,  and  the  owner  afterwards  came  within  the  United  States, 
and  moved  to  be  allowed  to  defend  in  his  own  UAvae^'^Held,  that  he  was  enti- 
tled to  do  so  on  paymest  of  eoits  of  opposing  the  motion,  and  on  eoterisg  into 
a  new  stipnUtion  for  costs. 

An  increased  stipulation  for  costs  should  not  be  required  from  the  claimants  oa 
account  of  a  delay  in  the  progress  of  the^  action,  ^^asioned  or  obtained  by  tfie 


libeUants. 


^^asi 


This  was  a  libel  m  rem^  filed  by  the  United  States  against 
the  bark  Laturens,  and  $20,000  in  specie  on  boaid  her,  alleged 
to  be  f<»rfeited  to  the  United  States  for  being  employed  in  the 
slave-trade,  in  oontravention  of  the  acts  of  Congress  ctf  Maieb 
37, 1794,  and  May  10, 1800. 

The  Ubel  was  filed  March  15, 1848.  On  AprU  7th,  follow* 
ing,  Greorge  M.  Usher  intenrenedj  by  claim  and  answer,  as 
attorney  in  fact  of  the  firm  of  Suarez  &  Coi,  residents  in 
Brazil,  and  set  up  a  title  in  that  firm  to  the  $20,000  in  specie 
libelled  and  attached  in  this  cause,  and  also  took  issue  upon 
all  the  allegations  in  the  libeL  On  the  13th  of  April  the  od- 
ginal  libel  was  amended,  and  on  the  13th  of  May  separate 
answers,  but  substantially  the  same  as  the  first,  were  put  in 
l>y  the  same  attorney,  both  taking  issue  upon  the  allegations 
of  the  libel ;  and  Manuel  D' Arango  Costa,  one  of  the  firm,  at 
the  same  time  filed  bis  claim  (by  the  same  attorney)  to  the 
specie. 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  claimant  to  per* 
mit  the  claim  to  the  specie  thus  put  in  by  D*  Arango  Costa  to 
be  withdrawn,  and  to  allow  Suarez,  another  member  of  the 
firm,  now  in  the  United  States,  to  come  in  and  daim  the  spe- 
cie in  bis  own  napie  and  right,  as  sole  owner  of  it. 

This  motion  was  opposed  on  the  grounds  on  which  it  was 
based ;  and  a  cross-motion  was  also  made,  that  if  the  leave 
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asked  ^weie  granted,  it  ehotdd  be  only  on  terms  that  the  stip- 
Illation  given  for  costs  sbonld  be  increased. 

B.  F.  Staler  and  F.  F.  Marburp,  for  the  United  Btates. 

O.  Hoffman  and  O.  Hoffman  Jr^  iox  Snarez. 

BsTTB,  J.  No  laches  on  the  part  of  Suarez  are  shown  in 
this  case  whidi  should  deprive  him  of  the  j^vilege  of  placing 
himself  rightly  before  the  Court  in  this  somewhat  complicated 
controversy.  The  transaction  giving  rise  to  this  prosecution 
took  place  at  Bio  Jitbeiro,  where  all  the  claimants  resided, 
and  with  which  it  is  asserted  on  their  part,  they  were  con- 
nected by  acts  and  interests  independent  of  their  copartner- 
ship relation.  Mr.  Usher,  a  gen^ul  agent  of  the  claimants, 
intervened  in  their  behalf,  on  the  arrest  of  the  ship  and  speciep 
and  filed  answers  and  claims  in  the  character  of  attorney  in 
fiict  of  the  copartners,  and  also  of  an  individual  member  of 
the  firm ;  none  of  the  actual  parties  in  interest  being  then  in 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  Suarez^  now  representing  himself  to  be  a  member  of 
file  firm,  and  individual  owner  of  the  specie  seized,  asks  to 
have  the  claim  thereto  interposed  by  Usheri  as  attorney  in 
&ct,  withdrawn,  and  that  he  have  leaye  to  file  a  claim  in  his 
own  right  to  that  branch  of  the  action.  Nothing  is  brought 
before  the  Court  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  which 
should  jfMrevent  die  grant  of  that  privilege,  or  that  should  sub- 
ject it  to  unusual  conditions  or  impediments.  No  delay  of 
the  suit  has  been  caused,  nor  have  additional  costs  been  ere* 
ated  by  the  method  of  appearing  and  making  claim ;  and  all 
the  interest  the  libellants  have  in  the  i»oceeding  is  that  their 
indemnity  against  costs  shall  not  be  diminished, 

Suarez  may,  accordingly,  file  a  claim  to  the  specie  in  his 
own  right,  on  giving  stipulation  in  $250.  The  former  claim 
and  stipulation  vnJl  stand  to  cover  antecedent  costs  and  as  a 
portion  of  the  proceedings  in  the  cause  to  the  time  the  new 
daims  shaU  be  entered,  and  be  either  ordered  by  tiie  Court  or 
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admitted  by  D'Arango  Costa,  to  be  substituted  for  the  prior 
claim  to  the  specie.  It  is  in  consonancei  with  the  usages  of 
all  judicatories  to  make  the  proceedings  in  a  suit  subject  to 
the  direction  of  the  real  parties  in  interest,  and  in  Admiialij 
the  common  practice  is  to  have  the  action  conducted  in  their 

names. 

« 

The  United  States  insist  that  this  motion  ought  to  be 
denied,  unless  the  applicant  gives  security  for  all  costs  which 
shall  arise  from  the  delay  which  may  be  incurred  in  taking 
testimony  abroad,  to  meet  the  right  he  sets  up  in  defence  to 
this  action.  There  is  no  face  of  equity  in  such  claim.  The 
libellants  are  to  be  presumed  prepared  to  maintain  their  suit 
when  they  institute  it,  and  there  is  no  reason  for  exacting 
compensation  to  them  for  delays  made  by  the  libellants  in 
their  own  preparation.  No  additional  security  for  costs  can 
be  granted  them  for  that  cause.  The  equity  would  rather 
rest  with  the  other  side,  and  the  claimant  be  allowed  to  exact 
an  immediate  trial  of  the  case,  or  that  the  libellants  indemnify 
him  from  expenses  created  by  protracting  the  determination 
of  the  cause. 

The  importance  of  the  case,  in  point  of  amount  or  of  its 
consequences,  ought  not  to  vary  the  general  rules  of  practice, 
and  the  government  have  no  immunities  or  privileges  in  their 
prosecutions  not  shared  in  common  by  individual  suitors. 

It  is  therefore  ordered,  that  Mr.  Saurez  be  authorized  to 
appear  in  the  cause,  in  his  own  name,  and  file  an  individual 
claim  to  the  specie  under  arrest,  on  payment  of  the  costs  of 
this  motion,  and  entering  into  a  new  stipulation  for  $250, 
leaving  the  former  iMpulations  to  stand  to  cover  antecedent 
liabilities ;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  application  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  for  any  additional  stipulation 
be  denied.  Order  ^uccordimgly} 

1  The  cause  came  again  before  the  Court  on  the  merits,  in  July,  1849; 
When  a  decree  was  rendered  declaring  the  vessel  and  cargo  forfeited. 
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The  Lucinda  Snow. 

It  19  w«Il  settled  in  this  country,  that  the  master,  as  sndi,  has  anthority  to  sell  a 
wreeked  Teosd,  when  he  proceeds  in  good  fiuth,  exerdsiag  his  best  discretion  for 
the  benefit  of  all  concerned ;  and  this  whether  the  sale  is  made  in  view  of  a  peril 
then  involving  the  vessel,  or  of  one  likely  to  ensue,  from  which,  in  the  opinion 
of  persons  competent  to  judge,  she  cannot  be  rescued. 

The  drcnmstanoB  that  the  master  who  has  sold  a  stranded  vessel  beKeved  at  the 
time  that  he  oonld  get  her  off,  would  be  pertinent  to  show  bad  fisith  avoiding  the 
eale ;  bat  proof  that  the  pwrckaaer  believed  himself  able  to  rescue  the  vessel,  can 
have  no  such  effect. 

The  degree  of  uBcessity  which  justifies  the  sale  of  a  wrecked  vessel  by  ihe  master,— 
defined. 

Tl»  purchaser  of  a  wrecked  vessel  fh»n  tlie  master  is  not  bound,  in  order  to  main- 
tain his  title,  to  furnish  direct  and  positive  evidence  of  the  honesty  of  the  master's 
conduct  and  of  the  necessity  of  the  sale ;  but  presumptive  proof  of  those  facts  is 
sufficient. 

Thib  was  a  libel  in  rem,  filed  by  Alfred  Peabody  against 
the  schooner  Laoinda  Snow,  to  leoovor  posseBsion  of  that 
▼edeeL 

W.  W.  Rogers  intervened  by  claim  and  answer,  setting  up 
a  title  to  the  vessel  by  pnrchase  at  auction,  under  the  foUow- 
ing  circumstances. 

The  schooner  was  purchased  at  Boston  jointly  by  the  libel- 
lant  and  one  Dawson  Lmooln,  for  a  joint  commercial  adven- 
ture, the  vessel  to  sail  under  the  command  of  Lincoln  as  cap- 
tain* The  two  purchasers  loaded  her  with  a  cargo  upon  joint 
account ;  uid  in  December,  1846,  the  schooner,  thus  loaded, 
was  dispatched  by  Peabody  and  Dawson,  under  the  command 
ef  Dawson,  on  a  voyage  to  Galveston  and  a  market. 

She  reached  Gkdveston  and  delivered  her  cargo,  and  was 
there  loaded  on  freight  tot  the  Bio  Gfarande  ;  and  having 
accomplished  this  voyage,  she  was  chartered  by  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  for  a  iurther  voyage, — in  the 
prosecution  of  which  she  was  cast  away  on  Hie  island  of 
Sacrifieios,  near  Vera  Cruz,  in  the  storm  known  as  the  great 

26* 
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"  Norther "  of  May  2,  1846.  The  gale  prevented  any  aid 
being  rendered  to  the  vessel  until  May  3d,  when  a  survey  vas 
made  under  the  direction  of  Captain  Lincoln.  The  vessel 
was  condemned  to  be  sold ;  aiid  on  May  8th  she  was  sold  at 
auction  by  the  government  auctioneer,  and  was  bought  by 
the  claimant  for  ^1,750. 

Other  circumstances  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
The  libellant  claimed  the  vessel  as  sole  owner. 
A,  F.  Smithy  for  the  libellant. 

I.  The  onus  of  proving  the  validity  of  the  sale  rests  on  the 
*'  claimant.     The  Brig  Sarah  Ann,  2  Sumn.  214,  215 ;  S.  C. 
13  Pet.  387. 

XL  The  claimant  must  make  out  good  faith  in  the  master^ 
and  a  case  of  extreme  necessity.     The  master  has  no  author- 
ity to  sell  unless  in  a  case  of  extreme  necessity.     3  Kent^  dth 
ed.  131.     He  fnay  sell,  provided  it  be  done  in  good  faith,  and 
in  a  case  of  supreme  necessity,  which  sweeps  all  ordinaiy 
rules  before  it.    3  Kent^t  173.     At  all  events,  a  sale  can  only 
be  justified  by  extreme  necessity  and  the  most  .pure  good 
faith.     Abbott  on  Shipp.  26.     All  the  circumstances  must  be 
submitted  to  the  jury,  and  they  must  find  both  the  necessity 
and  good  faith.    The  Patapsco  Insurance  Company  v.  Socth- 
gate,  5  Pet  604.     It  is  not  sufiicient  tiiat  the  sale  be  one  of 
good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  master,  and  for  the  benefit  of  ^all 
concerned,  unless  there  be  an  urgent  necessity.    The  Schooner 
Tilton,  5  Mason^  465,  475.     For  it  is  certain  that  he  has  no 
authority  to  sell  unless  in  a  case  of  extreme  necessity,  and 
when  he  acts  with  the  most  perfect  good  fiiith.     Gordon  t;. 
'  The  Massachusetts  Fire  &  Mcurine  Insurance  Co.  2  Pick  262. 
It  is  not  sufficient  that  the  master  acted  in  good  faith  and  in 
the  exercise  of  his  best  discretion ;  the  claimants  must  prove 
there  was  a  moral  necessity  for  the  sale,  so  as  to  make  it 
an  urgent  duty  upon  the  master  to  sell.     The  Brig  Sarah 
Ann,  2  Sumn.  214 ;  S.  C.  13  Pet  387.     If  the  circumstances 
were  such  that  an  owner  of  reasonable  prudence  and  discre- 


JULY,  1848.  807 


The  Lndnda  Snow. 


tion,  acting  npon  the  pressure  of  the  occasion,  wpuld  have 
directed  a  sale, /rom  a  firm  opinion  that  the  vessel  could  not  be 
delivered  from  her  perils  4"^.,  the  sale  i^  said  to  be  valid.  The 
Sarah  Ann,  2  Sumn.  214,  216  ;  The  Fanny  and  Elmira  Hicks, 
Edto.  Adm.  R.  117  ;  The  Ship  Fortitude,  3  Sumn.  248,  249 ; 
Robinson  v.  The  Commonwealth  Insurance  Company,  3 
Sumn.  227 ;  Sale  v.  The  Royal  Assurance  Company,  8  Taunt. 
755  ;  3  Brod*  S^  B.  151 ;  Abbott  on  Shipp.  7  to  24,  and  cases 
cited. 

III.  A  more  stringent  rule  is  applied  as  between  the  pur- 
chaser from  the  master  and  the  owner,  than  between  the 
owner  and  underwriter.  The  Schooner  Tilton,  5  Mason^  465, 
475. 

IV.  Upon  the  question  of  necessity y  it  seems  that  the  actual 
conduct  of  the  master,  in  connection  with  the  other  circum- 
stances, is  to  be  taken  into  consideration.  In  othejr  words, 
fraud,  upon  the  «part  of  the  master,  is  evidence  of*  a  want  of 
necessity.  Robinson  v.  The  Commonwealth  Insurance  Com- 
pany, 3  Swnn.  227. 

Y.  The  fact  that  the  vessel  was  got  off  is  c^tainly  a  strong 
circumstance  against  the  necessity  for  the  sale.  The  Brig 
Sarah  Ann,  2  Smm.  215,  216 ;  Abbott  on  Shipp.  22,  note.  It 
is,  however,  by  no  means  conclusive.  We  must  weigh  all 
the  circumstances.  •  1.  The  position  and  exposure  of  the  ves- 
sel. 2.  The  season  of  the  year.  3.  The  danger  £rom  storms. 
4.  The  expense.  5*  The  probable  chances  of  success  in  get- 
ting her  off.    6.  The  necessity  for  immediate  action. 

VL  Necessity  is  not  to  be  inferred  from  the  fact  that  the 
sale  is  in  good  faith.  The  Patapsco  Insurance  Company  v. 
Southgate,  5  Pet.  604,  620,  621. 

VIL  A  survey  is  not  conclusive  as  to  the  state  of  the  ves- 
sel, though;  if  regularly  and  honestly  made,  it  is  very  strong 
evidence.    Fontaine  v.  The  Phenix  Insurance  Company,  11 

■ 

Johns.  293 ;  Anthonys  N.  P.  R.  16,  note  a.    If  the  surveyors 
acted  fairly,  and  the  master  acted  fairly,  his  acts  in  conform- 
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ity  with  tfaeir  opinions  will  be  juBtified,  unless  it  shall  be  made 
to  appear  that  the  facts  on  which  they  founded  their  opinioii 
were  untrue,  or  their  inferences  incorreetp  and  the  burden  lies 
on  those  who  impeach  the  survey.  The  Brig  Sarah  Ann,  2 
Sumn.  264.  QHie  report  is  presumed  to  be  made  in  good 
faith,  and  fairly,  unless  the  contnury  appears.  Grordon  v.  The 
Massachusetts  Fire  &  Marine  Insurance  Company,  2  Pidc 
264;  The  Ship  Fortitude,  3  SumL  228. 

VIIL  Admiralty  surveys  are  inadmissible  to  prove  the 
facts  they  recite.  Abbot  v.  Sebor,  3  Johns.  Cos.  46 ;  Salten 
V.  The  Comm^icial  Insurance  Company,  10  Johns.  487.  The 
facts  must  be  proved  like  other  facts.  Cort  v.  The  Delaware 
Insurance  Company,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  R.  375;  The  United 
States  t^  Mitchell,  2  lb.  478 ;  Henry  Hall  v.  The  Fianklin 
Insurance  Company,  9  Pick.  466.  The  survey  is  not  evi- 
dence of  the  fisusts,  but  only  that  a  survey  was  made.  Wat- 
eon  V,  The  Insurance  Company  of  North  America,  2  Wask 
a  C.R.  152. 
E.  C.  Benedict^  for  the  respondent. 

I.  This  is  a  possessoxy  action.  Now  it  is  clearly  impos- 
aible  to  say  what  int^est  libellant  may  have  in  tiie  vessel  till 
tibe  accounts  are  taken  between  him  and  Lincoln,  who  were 
partners  in  the  joint  adventure  of  the  vessel,  her  cargo,  and 
freight.  That  account  cannot  be  taken  in  Admiralty,  and 
tiiis  possessory  action  must  fail  for  that  reason. 

IL  Lincoln  and  the  libellant,  being  partners  in  the  vessel 
and  cargo,  and  Lincoln  being  in  charge  of  the  property  as 
master  and  managing  owner,  he  was  competent  to  give  a 
good  title  for  the  whole  vessel,  (she  being  wredLod,)  on  being 
actually  paid  for  her  her  full  vcdue,  as  he  was  by  the  claim- 
ant. 3  Kent^  3d  ed.  154.  And  the  co-owner  cannot  sustain 
a  possessory  libel  without  proving,  affirmatively,  such  colln- 
eion  or  £raud  or  knowledge  on  the  part  of  Rogers,  as  would 
destroy  his  charact^  as  a  bond  fide  purchaser. 

III.  Captain  Lincoln  was,  at  the  time  of  the  eale,  owner 
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of  one  half  of  the  schooner — ^the  papers  of  the  vessel  were  in 
his  name,  and  he  was  actually  half  owner.  The  transaction 
between  him  and  the  libellant  was  a  mere  mortgage,  neither 
transferring  the  title  nor  the  possession,  and  was  Jk  registered 
nor  entered  on  tne  register.  Lincoln  was  qui^rcompetent, 
then,  to  sell  and  convey  one  half  of  the  vessel,  and  receive  the 
purchase-money;  and  the  claimant,  Captain  Rogers,  there- 
fore, in  any  view  of  the  case,  has  a  good  title  to  one  half  the 
vessel,  and  the  other  ^  owner  having  no  greater  share,  cannot 
sustain  a  possessory  libel  for  the  whole. 

IV.  tinder  the  foregoing  circumstances,  the  sale  to  Captain 
Rogers  was  more  than  a  sale  of  a  stranded  vessel  by  a  mere 
master.  It  was  a  sale  by  a  master  having  an  unusual  inter- 
est and  control,  and  clothed  with  an  unusual  discretion  as 
master,  and  being  also  an  equal  owner  and  partner,  and  au- 
thorized  to  advise  and  direct  the  master.  A  purchaser,  under 
such  circumstances,  will  not  be  held  to  such  stringent  rules 
as  are  applied  to  a  sale  by  a  mere  master. 

V.  But  if  this  were  a  case  of  a  sale  by  a  mere  master,  the 
title  of  Captain  Rogers  would  be  good. 

VI.  The  powers  of  a  master  of  a  vessel  flow  from  the 
nature  and  necessities  of  his  employment.     He  must  have, 
in  most  matters,  the  rights  of  ultimate  and  absolute  sov^ 
ereignty.     He  unites  the  legislative,  judicial,  and  executive 
functions  in  the  police  and  management  of  his  ship's  com- 
pany, and  he  has  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  so  to  speak,  in 
all  the  property  under  his  charge,  cargo  as  well  as  ship,  and 
whenever  required  by  the  perils  to  which  he  must  be  contin- 
ually exposed,  and  which  in  detail  can  never  be  foreseen,  he 
may  subject  it  to  taxation,  (average  contribution,) — ^he  may 
destroy  it,  (jettison  or  cutting  away,) — he  may  encumber 
it,  (bottomry,) — he  may  also  use  it,  (food  and  clothing,) — ^he 
may  sell  it  to  make  repairs,  &c., — and  he  may  abandon  it ; — 
and  the  power  to  sell  the  shattered  relics  of  his  vessel  when 
stranded,  that  he  may  bring  home  the  proceeds  to  his  owner, 


310  CASES  IN  ADMIRALTY. 

Tli«  Loeiiida  Bnow. 

18  as  reasonable  and  neceesajy  as  aay  other  of  his  powen* 
HJe  has  all  these  powers,  subject  only  to  the  limitation  that  in 
his  honest  judgment,  aided  by  that  of  those  about  him,  actdal 
injury  ^nd^kninent  peril  makes  it  expedient  for  the  common 
good  of  tnRI  interestedi  that  he  should  exRcise  the  power. 
Lawrence  v.  The  New  Bedf(»d  Insurance  Company,  2  Siarf^ 
479 ;  Park^  v.  Hunter,  7  Mees.  4*  TT.  342;  Smitk  am  Mare. 
L.17S. 

VIL  The  necessity  which  the  law  requires  as  the  justifica* 
tion  of  the  sale  of  a  stranded  vessel  by  the  master,  is  only 
such  necessity  as  makes  it  an  urgent  duty  upon  the  master  to 
sell  for  the  preservation  of  the  interest  of  all  concerned.  The 
necessity  is  to  be  determined  iii  each  case  by  the  actual  and 
impending  peril  to  which  the  vessel  is  exposed,  from  which  it 
is  probable,  in  the  opinion  of  persons  competent  to  judge,  that 
the  vessel  cannot  be  saved.    2  Stor^^  479 ;  13  Pet  401. 

VIIL  This  ^  necessity,"  ^  the  actual  and  impending  periV' 
must  of  course  be  << determined"  on  the  spot,  and  at  the  tints 
where  and  when  they  exist ;  because  there  only  caa  they  be 
seen,  and  there  only  caa  the  sale  take  place,  and  there  must 
the  rights  q£  the  purchaser  be  fixed,  or  the  sale  would  be 
nugatory  or  a  fraud ;  and  it  must  be  determined  bjf  the  mas^ 
ter^  the  appointed  agent  and  trtlstee  of  all  parties,  because 
^e  alone  is  there  to  determine  it  To  give  strength  and  re- 
spectability to  his  determination,  and  to  preclnde  injurious 
imputations,  the  law  counsels'  him  to  protest  publicly,  bef<ve 
a  proper  public  ojQicer,  to  have  a  public  survey  by  sworn  sui^ 
veyors,  and  suitable  public  notice  and  a  public  sale,  but  it 
does  not  require  him  or  them  to  judge  infallibly.  The  neces^ 
eity  of  a  sale  .cannot  be  denied  when  the  peril,  in  the  opinioiifl 
of  those  capable  of  forming  a  judgment,  make  a  loss  probabk, 
though  the  vessel  may  in  a  short  time  be  got  oj£  The  fact 
of  her  being  got  off  raises  no  presumption  of  the  master's 
incompetency,  or  that  of  his  ad^dsers.  Nor  does  her  strength 
or  condition,  or  costs  of  repairs,  as  subsequently  asoertaiaed, 
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raise  a  presumption  against  the  necessity,  beoanse  they  are 
an  subsequent  to  '^  the  actaal  and  impending  perils."  It  i% 
Hwrefote,  not  the  real  and  inevitable  peril  and  an  absolute 
■eoessity  which  make  the  sale  Talid,  but  the  apparent  peril 
and  neoewity ;  the  probable  loss. 

Z.  The  Tery  ezistenee  of  the  necessity,  or  the  duty  or  ezpe* 
diency  of  a  sale,  presuj^Kwes  that  there  are  other  persone 
i^hose  means  and  resources  or  wants  aie  such  that  in  their 
hands  the  actual  and  impending  peril  is  not  so  formidable 
as  in  those  of  the  master,  and  that  they  can  make  it  profitable 
to  buy,  otherwise  there  could  be  no  sale. 

XL  The  ^  actual  and  impending  peril "  is  made  up  of  many 
elementB.  The  incompetency,  want  of  means  (no  matter  how 
produced)  of  the  master, — ^the  locality, — ^the  proportion  of  ves* 
sbIs  lost  or  saved  on  the  same  beach^ — the  general  opinion  of 
the  hopelessness  of  a  loss, — ^the  absenee  of  mechanics,  and  of 
tools  and  materials, — the  liability  to  sudden  and  unwarned 
perils  rendering  it  necessary  for  all  other  yessels  to  keep  their 
own  means  under  their  own  control^^ — the  existence  of  a  state 
of  war^-— and  the  lawlessness  and  absence  of  regular  govCTu- 
ment, — all  enter  more  or  less  into  the  peciL 

XII.  Nor  oan  the  necessity  or  propriety  of  a  sale  be  at  all 
afibcted  by  the  mode  in  which  the  stranding  was  produced.  If 
4e  absence  of  the  captain  or  crewr-*the  loaning  of  her  chains 
and  anchors,-^the  neglect  of  the  captain^— caused  the  vessel 
to  go  ashore,  or  deprived  him  of  the  means  of  getting  her  oS^ 
ik  would  not  affect  the  purchaser.  It  is  the  *^  actual  and  im^ 
pending  perily^  no  matter  how  produced,  which  justifies  the 
ask. 

Bbtts,  J«  The  schooner  Lucinda  Snow  was  stranded  on 
the  island  of  Sacrificios,  near  Vera  Cruz,  about  May  1, 1847, 
in  a  violent  norther.  She  was  driven  up  into  the  sand  of  the 
beach  two  or  three  hundred  feet,  and  several  hundred  yards 
beyond  a  depth  of  water  sufficient  to  float  her. 
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About  twenty  vesselB  were  wrecked  in  that  vicinity  in  tiie 
same  gale. 

The  m^ter,  who  was  also  half  owner,  called  a  survey.  The 
particulars  of  the  survey  are  not  proved  by  any  party  who 
made  it.  Several  witnesses,  however,  testify  to  the  extreme 
peril  of  the  vessel,  and  to  the  small  probability  that,  in  ha 
condition,  and  with  any  means  which  could  be  procured  at 
that  place,  that  she  could  be  saved. 

The  master  decided  to  sell  her.  She  was  sold  at  publie 
auction,  and  bought  by  the  claimant  for  $1,750.  He  suiv 
ceeded  in  getting  her  off  at  an  expense  of  about  $250,  and 
she  was  found  not  injured  so  as  to  prevent  her  making  the 
voyage  to  New  Orleans ;  and,  after  some  repairs  there  received, 
she  was  brought  to  this  port. 

She  was  here  arrested  by  the  libellant,  who  asserts  that  the 
claimant  acquired  no  legal  title  by  the  sale  and  purchase. 

The  law  applicable  to  this  subject  is  no  longer  open  to 
doubt  in  this  country. 

The  cases  of  The  Schooner  Tilton,  (5  Mason^  465,)  in  Rob- 
inson t;.  The  Commonwealth  Insurance  Company,  (3  Suimn^ 
221,)  Anthony  v.  The  Brig  Henry,  decided  in  this  Court  in 
1834,^  and  The  New  England  Insurance  v.  The  Sarah  Ann, 
(13  Pet.  387 ;  S  C.  2  Suam.  206,)  clearly  establish  the  author- 
ity of  the  master,  as  such,  to  sell  a  wrecked  vessel,  when  he 
proceeds  in  good  faith,  exercising  his  best  discretion  for  the 
benefit  of  all  concerned,  and  in  view  either  of  existing  peril, 
or  of  perils  likely  to  ensue,  firom  which,  in  the  opinion  of  per- 
sons competent  to  judge,  she  cannot  be  rescued. 

I  do  not  now  recapitulate  the  testimony,  but  it  is  strong 
and  satisfactory  to  show  that  no  reasonable  hope  could  be 
entertained  that  the  vessel,  in  her  then  situation,  could  be 
saved  by  use  of  any  means  belonging  to  her,  or  which  her 


1  Since  reported,  1  BkUchf.  ^  H.  465. 
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master  could  procuie  at  that  place ;  for  although  there  were 
nmnerous  vessels  of  all  sizes  at  anchor  in  the  roadstead,  at 
the  time,  yet  the  hazard  to  ships  at  that  anchorage  from  the 
formation  of  Hie  coast,  and  the  suddenness  and  violence  of 
northers,  demands  the  constant  command,  for  their  own  pro- 
tection, of  all  the  anchors  and  tackle  they  are  usually  supplied 
with. 

Anchors,  cables,  and  floats  were  the  essentials  requisite  for 
tbe  relief  of  vessels  wrecked  and  buried  in  the  sand  there,  and 
witnesses  of  long  experience  at  that  port  testify  that  little 
or  no  chance  exists  for  procuring  them  on  hire  in  aid  of  a 

wre<^ 

It  is^  ordinarily,  therefore,  only  by  sale  of  wrecks  to  those 
making  it  a  business  or  speculation  to  recover  them,  that  any 
tbiag  can  be  reasonably  hoped  to  be  saved  for  the  owners, 
when  vessels  become  ^sabled  and  unnavigable  in  that  region 
of  country. 

In  the  cases  cited,  the  courts  consider  and  dispose  of  the 
suggestion  that  the  master  is  bound  to  exert  himself  to  save 
his  vessel,  when  she  is  not  so  desperately  circumstanced  but 
that  bystanders  are  prepared  to  purchase  her,  and  are  able  to 
get  her  off;  and  although  it  is  reurged  here,  nothing  can  be 
added  to  the  force  of  argument  by  which  it  is  repudiated  by 
tbe  Circuit  and  Sui»reme  Ck^uts.  The  New  England  Insur- 
ance Company  v.  The  Sarah  Ajon,  2  Sumn.  206 ;  S.  C.  13 
Pet  401. 

The  answer  of  the  claimant  is  relied  upon  as  distinguishing 
this  case  in  an  important  feature  from  those  cited^  as  it  admits 
tliat  he  would  not  have  bid  for  her  unless,  in  his  opinion,  there 
was  a  reasonable  prospect  of  getting  her  off.  But  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  this  is  the  answer  of  ike  purchaser^  and  n^t  of 
the  master ;  proof  that  the  master  believed  he  could  rescue 
his  vessel  with  the  means  he  had  at  command  would  be  per- 
tinent to  show  the  sale  wus  without  good  faith,  and  to  prevent 
any  title  passing  under  it.    But  no  such  effect  can  be  given 
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to  the  motives  and  judgment  of  the  buyer.  Of  course,  he 
acts  under  the  persuasion  that  he  may  be  able  to  save  the 
wreck. 

Neither  is  it  of  any  effect  upon  the  validity  of  the  sale  that 
the  loss  of  the  schooner  occurred  through  the  culpable  ne^- 
gence  of  the  master,  in  leaving  her  to  encounter  the  gale  vnth- 
out  a  sufficient  crew  on  board,  and  for  objects  of  private  ad- 
venture and  profit  The  buyer  is  not  bound  to  inquire  fior- 
ther  than  to  ascertain  the  danger  of  her  position  on  shore,  and 
the  propriety  of  her  sale,  and  he  can  be  no  way  made  change- 
able for  antecedent  misconduct,  or  want  of  skill  or  pni- 
dence  in  the  master.     • 

Mal-conduct  and  bad  faith  in  the  master  in  the  sale  is 
charged  upon  the  evidence  of  the  first  mate,  that  the  master 
had  purchased  a  wrecked  vessel,  which  was  anchored  ueai 
the  schooner,  on  board  of  which  he  had^n  anchor  of  his  own 
of  sufficient  weight  to  have  enabled  him,  with  the  force  at 
his  command,  to  haul  the  Lucinda  Snow  out  of  the  sand  in 
which  she  was  imbedded.  It  is  insisted  he  was  bound  to  use 
the  anchor  for  that  purpose. 

It  may  well  be  doubted,  upon  the  whole  proof,  whether 
that  single  anchor  would  have  been  an  adequate  support  to 
the  force  necessary  to  draw  the  schooner  off  the  bank  the  dis- 
tance she  had  been  driven  on  shore ;  but  the  conclusive  an- 
swer to  the  argument  is,  that  the  master  was  not  bound  to 
deprive  his  own  vessel,  which  was  held  by  that  anchor,  of  her 
security,  in  order  to  attempt  the  relief  of  the  schooner.  Had 
it  been  proved  he  had  in  possession  or  control  an  anchor  of 
that  kind,  not  employed  with  or  necessary  to  another  vessel, 
it  might  be  proper  to  consider  upon  the  evidence  whether  it 
was  #  neglect  of  duty  on  his  part  tQ  omit  the  use  of  that 
means  to  save  the  schooner,  so  palpable  as  to  be  notice  to 
the  purchaser  that  the  sale  was  without  authority ;  or  whether 
the  chances  of  success,  with  such  light  assistance,  would  not 
be  so  remote  as  to  justify  his  resorting  to  a  sale,  notwith- 
standing the  possession  of  such  aid. 
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The  earlier  English  authorities  no  doubt  demanded  the  ex- 
istence of  a  case  of  extreme  necessity,  an  imperative^  an  over^ 
whelming  necessity  to  justify  the  master  in  selling.  Abbott 
<m  Shipp.  9, 13. 

Chancellor  Kent  evidently  favors  that  doctrine,  and  seems 
inclined  to  exact  the  highest  degree  of  necessity  to  uphold  a 
sale  made  upon  the  sole  authority  of  the  master.  3  Kent^  173. 
These  epithets  are  exceedingly  indefinite  and  uninstructive ; 
for,  notwithstanding  their  intensity,  it  was  never  asserted  that 
the  situation  of  the  vessel  should  be  desperate  to  authorize  a 
sale  by  the  master.  This  would  be  to  hold  that  she  could 
only.be  sold  either  as  fragments  or  after  the  loss  was  abso- 
lutely total. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case 
already  cited,  removes  the  ambiguity  of  the  epithets  extreme^ 
supreme^  &c.,  and  gives  precision  to  the  rulejjy  placing  this 
requisite  of  necessity  as  an  element  in  the  poiIRr  of  sale,  on  a 
footing  both  reasonable  and  practical. 

To  render  a  sale  valid,  in  a  case  of  stranding,  to  pure  good 
faith  in  the  master  is  to  be  united  the  necessity^  "  to  be  deter- 
mined in  each  case  by  the  actual  and  impending  peril  to 
which  the  vessel  is  exposed,  from  which  it  is  probable,  in  the 
opinion  of  persons  competent  to  judge,  that  she  cannot  be 
saved.**  The  master  must  collect  the  best  information  his 
situation  and  the  urgency  of  the  case  may  admit,  in  respect  to 
the  actual  condition  and  injury  of  his  vessel, — ^the  character  of 
her  exposure  in  that  situation, — and  the  known  and  probable 
means  he  may  command  for  her  relief;  and  then,  if  his  honest 
opinion  concurs  with  that  of  competent  judges,  whom  he  may 
have  opportunity  to  consult,  his  power  to  sell  is  not  only 
complete,  but  the  necessity  then  becomes  an  urgent  ^K^^upon 
him  to  sell  for  the  preservation  of  the  interest  of  all  concerned. 
The  New  England  Insurance  Company  v.  The  Sarah  Ann, 
13  Pet.  400. 

Chancellor  Kent  concedes  this  to  be  the  now  settled  doc- 
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trine  on  this  subject.  3  Kent^  6th  ed.  174,  note ;  Smith  on  Merc, 
L.  171,  note.  Jndge  Stony  states  the  rale  in  perhaps  broader 
phraseology ;  (3  Sumn.  S49,)  but  the  principle  is  compressed 
and  made  definite  in  the  decision  of  the  full  bench.  13  PtL 
400 ;  2  Story,  479. 

It  is  argued  that  the  large  sum  bid  for  the  vessel  proves, 
that  in  the  judgment  of  those  attending  the  sale,  she  was  not 
in  imminent  peril.     There  is,  no  doubt,  force  in  the  sugges* 
tion,  but  it  is  merely  a  speculative  one — no  witness  testifying 
to  a  belief  she  was  worth  so  much — and  it  is  to  be  weighed 
in  connection  with  other  considerations  notoriously  acting  at 
such  sales.     The  spirit  of  competition  and  even  bravado,  are 
apt  to  mingle  with  and  influence  a  course  of  public  biddings, 
and  whilst  courts  may,  perhaps,  properly  indulge  in  the  spec- 
ulation that  bystanders,  awake  to  their  own  interest,  will  not 
permit  vessels^  property  to  be  so  acquired  at  wholly  inade* 
quate  prices,  ^Re  Sarah  Ann,  2  Sumn,  206,)  even  such  con* 
dusions  would  very  slightly  uphold  the  presumption  that  at  a 
brisk  auction  the  biddings  might  not  largely  exceed  the  fair 
value  of  the  articles  on  sale. 

In  the  present  case  it  would  certainly  be  more  satisfactory 
to  have  evidence  of  efforts  made  by  the  master  to  obtain 
assistance,  and  the  testimony  of  persons  applied  to  or  who 
knew  his  exertions  in  that  behalf,  than  to  be  left  to  decide  the 
case  upon  the  opinions  and  judgments  of  witnesses,  all  of 
whom,  except  two,  (and  those  two  standing  in  a  good  degree 
in  direct  conflict  in  their  statements,)  without  personal  knowl* 
edge  of  the  acts  or  efforts  of  the  master,  or,  as  matter  of  fact, 
of  the  actual  difficulties  and  impediments  to  his  getting  off 
the  vessel,  or  obtaining  the  necessary  aid  to  do  it 

It  is  to  be  remarked,  that  Thompson,  the  mate,  whose  evi* 
dence  is  relied  upon  as  impeaching  the  conduct  of  the  master, 
stands  in  material  contradiction  with  himself  in  his  swoni 
protest  and  the  deposition  given  in  this  cause,  and  that  tike 
master  died  at  Vera  Cruz  soon  after  the  sale,  so  that  the  now 
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claimant  cannot  have  the  advantage  of  his  instructions  to 
supply  proofs  of  his  motives  and  conduct ;  and  I  am  not  dis- 
posed to  introduce  into  this  case  a  rule  more  rigorous  than 
any  heretofore  indicated  by  the  courts,  and  to  hold  that  a 
purchaser,  to  maintain  a  title  under  a  master's  sale,  must  fur- 
nish direct  and  positive  evidence  of  the  honesty  of  the  mas- 
ter's conduct  and  the  necessity  of  the  sale.  The  implied  and 
presumptive  proof  to  that  point,  in  m^  judgment,  in  this  case, 
is  sufficient  and  satisfactory. 

I  shall  accordingly  hold  that  the  claimant  has  made  out  a 
sufficient  and  valid  title  to  the  vessel,  and  that  the  libel  must 
be  dismissed. 


'         One  Hundred  and  Ninety-pour  Shawls. 

It  rests  in  the  discretion  of  a  Court  of  Admiralty  whose  aid  is  inroked  to  the  set- 
tlement of  a  controTersy  between  foreigners,  to  hear  and  determine  it,  or  to  remit 
the  parties  to  their  home  foram. 

There  is  no  authority  of  weight  which  imposes  on  the  courts  of  our  own  country 
the  necessity  of  determining  controversies  between  foreigners  resident  abroad, 
either  in  common-law  proceedings,  transitory  in  their  nature,  or  in  maritime 
suits  prosecuted  in  rem. 

As  a  general  rule,  where  the  only  question  in  a  salvage  suit  is  as  to  the  rate  of 
reward,  and  the  salved  property  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  a  Court 
of  Admiralty,  in  this  country,  will  entertain  the  suit,  notwithstanding  that  all 
the  parties  are  foreigners. 

k  seems,  that  when  in  a  salvage  suit  between  foreigners,  the  answer  ch^ges  the 
libellant  with  wanton  misconduct  in  obtaining  possession  of  the  property,  and 
prays  the  privilege  to  contest  the  claim  of  the  libellant  before  the  courts  of  their 
common  countiy,  the  case  sllould  be  dismissed  to  the  home  forum. 

What  considerations  will  govern  a  Court  of  Admiralty  in  determining  to  exercise 
or  decline  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  between  foreigners  ? 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem^  filed  by  Thomas  Crowell  and 
othere,  the  owner,  master,  and  drew  of  the  bark  Eeliance, 
against  One  Hundred  and  Ninety-four  Shawls,  and  certain 
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other  articles  salyed  by  the  libellants  from  the  -wreck  of  the 
Lady  Kenneway,  to  recover  salvage  compensatibn. 

The  Reliance  was  a  British  vessel,  owned  in  LdverpooL 
The  libellants  were  all  of  them  British  subjects  and  residents, 
and  the  crew  of  the  bark  were  all  shipped  for  the  voyage  dD^ 
ing  which  the  salvage  for  which  compensation  was  now 
claimed  was  effected,  nnder  British  articles. 

The  leading  circamstances  upon  which  the  claim  to  salvage 
compensation  was  based,  were,  according  to  the  statementB 
of  the  libel,  as  follows:  The  bark  Reliance  left  Liverpool 
on  November  1,  1847,  bound  to  New  Yoik,  and  ultimately 
back  to  Liverpool — Shaving  a  crew  of  nineteen  men  and  five 
boys,  and  being  laden  with  a  cargo  of  iron  and  salt,  and  hav- 
ing on  board,  also,  about  280  passengers. 

On  the  16th  of  November  she  fell  in  with  the  Lady  Ken* 
neway,  as  alleged  in  the  libel,  in  latitude  44^  54',  and  longi- 
tude 9°  54',  on  soundings,  near  the  coast  of  England,  and 
boarded  her  at  mid-day.  The  wiad  was  light,  and  the 
weather,  at  the  time,  mild.  No  person  was  found  on  board. 
The  rudder  of  the  Lady  Kenn^way  was  gone,  and  she  had 
five  feet  water  in  her  hold,  but  otherwise  she  appeared  standi 
and  sound.  Another  British  brig  was  found  lying  off  near 
her  at  the  time,  and  a  boat's  crew  from  that  vessel  came  on 
board  whilst  the  libeUants  were  there,  and  took  away  a  boat 
load  of  her  cargo,  but  refused  to  give  the  name  of  their  vessel     ^ 

The  Lady  Eenneway  was  a  British  East  Indiaman.  She 
was  o^ned  in  London,  and  was  on  a  voyage  from  Bombay 
to  London,  laden  with  a  caigo  of  shawls,  silks,  coffee,  rice, 
and  arrowroot. 

The  mate  of  the  Reliance  offered  to  take  the  Lady  Kenne- 
way  into  port,  with  the  aid  of  a  small  crew,  but  tiie  master  of 
the  Reliance  considered  that  it  was  not  advisable  to  attempt 
her  salvage  with  his  own  vessel  or  crew,  and  ordered  to  be 
taken  from  her  to  his  vessel  several  cases,  which  were  found 
to  contain  194  shawls ;  there  were  also  so  taken  soi^e  pieces 
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of  silk,  portioiis  of  the  sails  of  the  vessel,  of  her  tackle,  pro- 
visions, and  ship's  stores,  &c.  After  being  engaged  in  that 
service  three  or  four  hours,  the  libellants  abandoned  the 
vessel,  leaving  the  British  brig  near  her,  and  continued  their 
voyage  to  New  York,  where  they  arrived  on  December  1, 
1847. 

The  Lady  Eenneway  was  subsequently  taken  into  Ports- 
mouth, England,  but  who  were  the  salvors  did  not  appear 
upon  the  proofe  in  this  case. 

On  the  22d  of  December,  the  first  libel  was  filed  in  this 
Court  against  the  chief  part  of  the  articles  brou^t  firom  the 
Lady  Kenij^way ;  on  the  34th  a  supplemental  bill  wbm  filed, 
specifying  various  other  articles  omitted  in  the  first 

On  the  30th  of  November,  the  British  consul,  by  leave  of 
tiie  Court,  intervened  in  behalf  of  the  unknown  British  own- 
ers, praying  the  Court  to  order  restitution  for  their  benefit  of 
the  property  attached,  after  allowing  the  libellants  a  reason- 
aide  salvage,  if,  m  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  ^  they  proved 
a  case  of  derelict,  and  their  consequent  right  to  salvage." 

On  January  3, 1848,  an  appearance  and  claim  was  entered 
in  behalf  of  Arbuthnot,  Evart  &  Co.,  of  Liverpool,  for  forty 
shawls,  parcel  of  thePone  hundred  and  ninety-four  taken  out 
of  the  Lady  Kenneway. 

On  March  28, 1848,  Frith,  Sands  &  Co.,  of  Liverpool,  by 
leave  of  the  Court,  filed  their  claim  to  sixty-six  of  said  shawls ; 
and  on  June  8, 1848,  John  Bibby  &  Sons,  of  Liverpool,  in  like 
manner  filed  their  claim  to  fifty-one  of  said  shawls. 

No  claims  were  interposed  by  owners  for  the  residue  of  the 
property  under  attachment  in  the  suit. 

^he  individual  daimantB,  as  well  as  tiie  consul,  set  up  de- 
fences against  the  award  of  salvage,  charging  that  the  libel* 
lants  embezzled  portions  of  the  goods  taken  out  of  the  Lady 
Eenneway,  and  committed  waste,  damage,  and  destruction  of 
the  apparel  and  stores  of  the  vessel  whilst  on  board  of  her. 

The  claims  and  answers  also  insisted  that  the  libellants 
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had  no  rightful  autMbrity,  under  the  circumstances,  to  remove 
from  the  vessel  the  portion  of  her  cargo  taken  away. 

The  answers  and  claims  of  Frith,  Sands  &  Co.,  and  of 
John  Bibby  &  Sons,  furthermore  insisted  that  the  Court 
should  decline  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  because  the  Lady 
Kenneway  was  an  English  vessel,  then  on  a  homeward  voy- 
age, with  her  cargo  for  an  English  market,  and  the  Reliance, 
at  the  time,  was  an  English  vessel,  with  a  British  crew  on 
board,  who  had  signed  British  articles,  ^nd  that  accordingly 
both  vessel  and  libellants  were  bound  to  return  to  terminate 
the  voyage  at  a  British  port. 

On  March  7, 1848,  an  action  by  the  United  States  against 
the  master  of  the  Reliance,  for  a  penalty  of  0400,  for  landing 
in  this  port  some  of  the  said  shawls  without  a  permit,  was 
tried  in  this  Court ;  and  on  the  22d  of  March  a  like  action 
against  the  carpenter  of  the  vessel,  for  a  like  offence,  was  also 
tried,  and  by  written  stipulation  between  the  proctors  of  the 
libellants  and  of  the  claimants,  the  testimony  given  on  those 
trials  was  received  as  part  of  the  proofs  in  this  cause.  Each 
of  the  parties,  also,  put  in  voluminous  documentary  proofs 
upon  the  issues  involved. 

Phillip  Hamilton  and  TT.  Q.  Morton^  ftr  the  libellants. 

Charles  Edwards^  for  the  claimants. 

Betts,  J.  An  objection  is  taken  by  the  claimants  to  the 
mode  of  proceeding  adopted  in  this  cause,  which  is  deemed 
by  them  to  be  of  great  importance  in  its  bearing  upon  the 
merits ;  as  is  also  the  omission  in  the  original  and  supple- 
mental libel  of  any  averment  that  the  master  of  the  ReUance 
entered  in  his  log  a  full  specification  of  the  articles  takenAy 
him  from  the  Lady  Kenneway.  The  conclusion  to  which  the 
Court  has  arrived  upon  another  branch  of  the  defence  will) 
however,  render  it  unnecessary  to  consider  those  points. 

I  have  carefully  examined  all  the  proofs  in  the  cause,  as  well 
those  taken  originally  in  this  action  as  those  iniaroduced  by 
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stipulation  from  the  suits  prosecuted  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States,  in  order  that  I  might  satisfy  my  mind  whether  the 
libellants  had  established  a  case  of  manifest  justice  on  their 
part ;  and  whether  the  property  under  arrest  was  so  circum- 
stanced as  to  render  it  important  to  all  interested  in  it,  that 
this  CJourt  should  determine  to  what  detent  it  was  chargeable 
in  behalf  of  the  libellants ;  or  whether,  in  order  to  insure  the 
ultimate  realization  of  its  value  to  those  concerned,  it  was 
advisable  that  the  Court  should  decree  its  sale ;  foi;  I  regard 
it  as  resting  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  Court,  on  all  the 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  to  exercise  or  decline 
jurisdiction  over  the  property  arrested. 

As  a  general  principle,  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  the  same 
nation  have  no  right  to  invoke  a  foreign  tribunal  to  adjudi- 
cate between  them,  as  to  matters  of  tort  or  contract  solely 
affecting  themselves.  It  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court, 
whose  authority  is  invoked,  to  determine  whether  it  will  take 
cognizance  of  such  matters  or  not.^  Rea  v.  Hayden,  3  Mass. 
24 ;  Gardner  v.  Thomas,  14  Johns.  134 ;  Johnson  v.  Dalton, 
1  Caw.  648  7  The  Courtney,  Edto.  Adm.  R.  239 ;  The  Madonna, 
1  Dads.  37.  The  last  two  cases  in  Admiralty  proceed  upon 
the  same  doctrine,  although  maritime  courts  will  probably 
exercise  a  discretion  in  support  of  actions  between  foreigners, 
upon  a  broader  view  of  collateral  equitiei^  than  would  be  en- 
tertained by  courts  of  law.     The  Jerusalem,  2  Gall.  191. 

As  maritime  courts  proceed  upon  a  common  rule  of  right 
and  compensation  in  salvage  cases,  the  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion in  that  class  of  actions  will  seldom  be  raised  or  regarded 
before  them. 

The  courts  will  take  cognizance  of  those  cases  as  matters 


^  See,  also,  npon  the  subject  of  jurisdiction  over  foreigners,  the  case  of 
DaTis  P.  Leslie,  arUe^  123 ;  The  Infanta,  antej  268 ;  and  Bucker  v.  Elorkgeter, 
decided  in  January,  1849,  and  reported  j>o«f,  in  ita  order. 
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of  course,  if  either  party  is  territoriELlly  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court ;  and  the  property  being  brought  within  their 
jurisdiction,  although  the  salvors  and  claimants  may  be  citi- 
zens or  subjects  of  different  nations,  the  Court  will  unhes- 
itatingly dispose  of  the  subject,  if  satisfied  that  the  whole 
right  is  before  it, — salvage  being  essentially  a  question  of  the 
jus  gentium.  The  Two  Friends,  1  Rob.  234 ;  The  Blaireau, 
2  Cranch,  248. 

In  The  Jerusalem,  (2  GalL  191,)  Judge  Story  maintains 
strenuously  the  propriety  of  Admiralty  Courts  taking  cog- 
nizance, it  would  seem,  .of  all  actions  in  rem^  although  for- 
eigners are  solely  interested,  whenever  the  situs  ret  under  con- 
testation is  found  within  their  territorial  authority.  But  his 
reasoning  still  moves  within  the  qualification  that  the  Court, 
having  the  legal  capacity  to  adjudicate  in  such  matters,  is  not 
bound  to  remit  them  to  the  forum  of  the  litigant  parties. 

Guarded  by  that  limitation,  the  rule  may  be  serviceable  to 
the  navigation  and  intercourse  of  commercial  nations,  and  be 
of  convenient  and  wholesome  application. 

I  find  no  authority  of  weight  which  imposes  oH  the  courtB 
of  our  country  the  necessity  of  determining  controversies 
between  foreigners  resident  abroad,  either  in  common-law 
actions,  transitory  in  their  nature,  or  maritime  proceedings 
when  the  remedy  is  in  rem. 

K  the  doctrine  were  peremptory,  imparting  to  suitors  the 
right  to  such  aid,  and  imposing  on  courts  the  obligation  to 
afford  it,  actions  for  supplies  and  materials,  on  charter-parties 
and  bills  of  lading,  or  by  mechanics  for  labor,  would  be  com- 
prehended within  the  class,  equally  with  suits  for  wages  on 
bottomry  bonds  or  for  salvage  compensation. 

I  am  satisfied  the  law  is  not  so.  In  my  judgment  it  would 
be  lamentable  if  courts  were  compelled  to  defer  the  business 
of  the  citizens  of  the  country  to  bestow  their  time  on  litiga* 
tions  between  parties  owing  no  allegiance  to  its  laws,  and 
contributing  in  no  way  to  its  support 
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Sboxdd  it  transpire,  in  j^he  progress  of  the  litigation,  that 
the  law  of  the  domicile  of  *the  parties  must  be  ascertained  in 
order  to  adjudge  lightly  on  their  claims,  or  that  witnesses 
must  be  examined  there  to  £lx  the  facts  in  controversy,  the 
Court  might  be  compelled  to  suspend  its  movement,  and  wait 
until  these  cardinal  particulars  could  be  supplied  from  abroad, 
Every  tribunal  experiences  the  inconvenience  and  unsatisfac- 
toriness  T>f  so  settling  controversies  between  those  even  who 
can  have  no  other  means  of  redress,  and  will  recognize  the 
value  of  the  principle  which  enables  them,  in  regard  to  for- 
eigners, to  remit  their  controversies  to  their  home  tribunals, 
where  the  law  ia  known,  and  the  facts  can  be  more  surely 
determined. 

This  Court  has,  in  repeated  Instances,  acted  upon  this 
acceptation  of  the  law ;  and  believing  it  to  be  the  sound  and 
safe  rule,  I  shall  adhere  to  it  in  all  oases  authorizing  that  ex- 
ercise of  discretion. 

The  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether,  in  this  case,  the 
rights  of  parties  would  be  best  promoted  by  retaining  the  case 
and  disposing  of  the  subject  here,  or  by  remitting  it  to  the 
home  courts  of  the  salvors  and  claimants. 

The  answer  advances  many  grave  imputations  against  the 
conduct  of  the  master  and  seamen  oq  board  the  wreck,  and 
after  the  property  came  into  their  possession,  and  these 
charges  are  not  without  color  of  proof  to  support  them. 
Their  case  does  not,  accordingly,  come  before  the  Court  with 
the  most  persuasive  claims  to  its  interposition  and  favor. 
When  salvage  services  are  eminently  meritorious,  and  the 
only  inquiry  to  be  made  is  the  rate  of  reward  to  be  allotted. 
Admiralty  Courts  would  be  solicitous  to  give  every  practicable 
dispatch  to  suits  by  the .  salvors,  and  relieve  them  both  from 
delay  and  expense  in  obtaining  their  just  reward.  It  would 
scarcely  occur  that  any  court  would  withhold  its  aid  from 
such  suitors. 

Itls  quite  different  when  the  foreign  owner  of  the  property 
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charges  his  fellow-subject  with  embezzlement  and  spoliation, 
and  other  wanton  misconduct  in  lespect  to  it,  and  prays  the 
privilege  to  contest  his  claim  to  compensation  before  the 
authorities  of  their  common  country. 

Independent  of  that  aspect  of  this  case,  it  is  attended  by 
other  particulars  most  proper  to  be  inquired  into  and  adjudi- 
cated by  an  English  court,  and  which  could  hardly  be  fitly 
appreciated  or  justly  disposed  of  by  a  foreign  one.  Thece 
are  several  of  these  particulars : — 

1.  The  application  and  effect  of  certain  provisions  in  two 
acts  of  Parliament  in  relation  to  salvage  services. 

The  claimants  supposed  this  transaction  within  the  puh 
visions  of  the  act  of  1  &  2  Geo.  IV.  ch.  75,  and  that  the  mas^ 
ter  of  the  Reliance  had  acted  in  direct  violation  of  section  13 
of  that  statute. 

It  had  escaped  the  notice  of  the  advocates  that  the  acts  of 
9  &  10  Vict.  c.  99,  §  2,  repeals  the  former  statute. 

The  latter  act  has  been  closely  criticized  by  English  wiitersi 
because  of  its  unskilful  and  somewhat  confused  enactments; 
{Law  Mag.  Feb.  1847,  art.  2 ;)  yet  section  30  would  seem, 
notwithstanding,  to  embody  substantially  the  provisions  of 
section  13  of  the  act  of  1  &  2  Geo.  IV.  At  all  events,  it 
more  appropriately  belongs  to  the  English  judiciary  to  settle 
its  meaning,  and  determine  whether  the  master  of  the  Beli* 
ance  has  acted  in  violation  of  the  directions  of  Uie  statute ; 
as  also  what  were  his  obligations  by  the  local  law,  under 
the  circumstances,  in  regard  to  the  wrecked  vessel  or  be^ 
cargo. 

If  that  statute  applies  to  this  transaction,  then  there  is  a 
further  and  urgent  reason  for  referring  the  whole  matter  to 
the  English  courts,  because  the  master  would,  by  the  pro- 
visions  of  the  act,  be  subject  to  a  penalty  of  £100,  and  double 
the  value  of  the  goods  taken  by  him,  for  failing,  on  the  retoBi 
of  his  vessel,  to  bring  before  the  Commissioner  of  Salvage  or 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  the  property  removed  from  the 
Lady  Kenneway. 
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2.  The  Lady  Kenneway  was,  shortly  after  the  libellants 
left  her,  saved  and  taken  into  England.  Most  intimately,  if 
Bot  necessarily  connected  with  the  manner  and  merit  of  the 
salvage  of  the  vessel  and  the  appropriate  reward  for  it,  must 
be  that  also  of  the  salvage  of  the  cargo,  whether  made  by  one 
or  diiferent  sets  of  salvors.     The  Emma,  2  W.  Bob.  315. 

3.  The  termination  of  the  voyage  of  the  Reliance  was  in 
fiagland,  where  it  is  to  be  presumed  she  would  arrive  within 
a  short  period  after  leaving  this  port,  and  it  is  most  fitting 
that  the  question  of  the  obligations  and  privileges  of  her  mas- 
ter and  crew,  in  respect  to  services  rendered  a  British  vessel, 
a  vcrreck  or  in  distress  on  the  English  coast,  should  be  deter* 
mined  in  the  ft>urts  of  that  nation. 

4.  The  shawls  taken  £fom  the  wreck  were  of  great  price, 
composing  the  chief  value  of  all  the  property  removed  to  the 
Beliance.  It  was  found  on  the  trials  before  refeired  to,  that 
these  articles  were  essentially  adapted  to  the  English  and 
Enropean  market,  and  were  comparatively  unsalable  in  the 
American  market.  They  were  transshipped  from  a  vessel 
bound  to  London,  and  near  her  destination,  and  it  is  a  ques* 
tion  of  deep  import,  which  caimot  be  evaded  in  the  decision 
of  the  cause,  whether  the  conduct  of  the  master  of  the  Beli- 
ance, in  transporting  such  a  cargo,  situated  as  he  found  this, 
to  a  distance  so  remote  from  its  proper  and  available  market, 
was  excusable ;  and  even  if  excusable  in  law,  whether  he  can 
found  upon  it  a  claim  to  remuneration  as  for  a  meritorious 
salvage. 

Not  only  is  this  question  itself  more  suitably  addressed  to 
the  consideration  of  an  English  than  an  American  court,  but 
aa  ingredient  for  its  just  disposition  not  in  the  case  before 
me,  must  necessarily  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  tribu- 
nab  there — ^tfae  actual  condition  of  the  Lady  Kenneway  at 
the  time,  and  the  facility  or  delay  the  Reliance  would  have 
incurred  in  saving  her,  in  the  estimation  of  her  salvors,  or  of 
posons  who  visited  her  after  she  had  been  deserted. 

VOL.  I.  28 
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Other  particulars  in  the  case,  of  no  unimportant  influence, 
might  also  be  referred  to,  but  enough  have  been  stated  to 
satisfy  my  judgment  that  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion 
requu-es  me  to  dismiss  this  prosecution,  and  remit  the  prop- 
erty and  cause  to  the  proper  forum  in  Great  Britain, 

A  decree  will  accordingly  be  entered,  discharging  tiie  |Hop- 
erty  firom  arrest,  each  party  to  pay  his  own  costs  in  this 
Court,  except  that  in  respect  to  the  British  consul,  who  inter- 
vened officially  in  protection  of  the  rights  of  absent  and  nn* 
known  owners,  his  taxable  costs  are  to  be  paid  before  the 
order  for  delivering  up  the  property  is  executed.  It  will  be 
manifest  from  the  face  of  the  order,  that  the  payment  of  tiiese 
costs  is  compulsory,  and  by  authority  of  the  nDourt  having 
possession  of  the  property,  and  as  a'condition  to  its  surrender; 
and  it  will  doubtiess  be  a  document  which  may  avail  in  evi- 
dence before  the  British  tribunals,  and  be  there  regarded  in 
'the  final  award  of  compensation  and  costs  between  the  libel- 
lants  and  the  owners  of  the  property. 

I  regret  that  other  engagements  in  the  Circuit  Court,  and 
in  the  business  before  this  Court  having  precedence  of  this 
cause,  have  delayed  the  disposal  of  the  case  much  beyond  tiie 
period  usual  in  these  courts,  after  a  hearing  is  completed. 
But  as  the  property  is  not  in  its  nature  perishable,  it  is  pre- 
sumable that  no  otherconsequence  has  resulted  firom  a  delay 
of  six  weeks,  than  an  inconvenience  to  the  parties ;  to  the  one 
in  having  the  reward  they  may  be  entitied  to  deferred,  and  to 
the  other  in  losing  for  the  time  the  use  or  proceeds  of  the 
property. 

As  the  libellants  may  not  reclaim  the  property  attached  in 
their  behalf,  the  decree  will  make  provision  enabling  the  claim- 
ants who  have  intervened  in  their  own  right,  and  the  Britidi 
consul  in  behalf  of  unknown  owners,  to  take  the  goods  out 
of  Court  and  ship  them  to  their  port  of  destination. 

Decree  euscordingly. 
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The  Infanta, 

The  TCqnisites  of  a  valid  stipulation  in  Admiralty  considered. 

An  inregnlarity  of  practice  most  be  objected  to  by  the  party  affected  by  %  within 

the  term  of  the  Court  next  sabsequent  to  its  becoming  known  to  him. 
A  defective  execution  of  a  stipalation  will  be  .deemed  waived  unless  excepted  to 

before  the  close  of  the  term  next  after  the  opposite  party  has  notice  of  the  defect 
This  rule  is  strictly  observed  in  the  case  of  stipulations  given  in  behalf  of 


Two  libels  in  rem  were  filed  by  seamen  against  the  bark 
Infanta — the  one  by  Ilobert  Wood,  the  other  by  Oeorge 
States — both  to  recover  wages. 

The  causes  were  brought  to  final  hearing  together  in  April, 
1848,  (see  a/niCj  263))  and  the  Court  then  decreed  that  the 
libels  be  dismissed  with  costs.  The  final  decrees  therein  were 
perfected  early  in  May  following.  The  libellants  thereupon 
appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court  Motions  were  now  made  in 
behalf  of  the  claimant  that  the  appeals  be  dismissed,  or  the 
libellants  be  required  to  execute  new  stipulations  upon  the 
suits  pending  in  Court  unexecuted,  before  the  appeals  should 
be  allowed  to  take  effect. 

The  motions  were  founded  on  two  alleged  irregularities 
on  the  part  of  the  libellants,  in  putting  in  and  perfecting  their 
stipulations  under  the  rules  of  the  Court,  on  entering  their 
appeals. 

1.  That  only  one  surety  was  given,  and  that  each  libellant 
was  a  non-resident  of  this  district,  and  did  not  himself  sign 
tiie  stipulation. 

2.  That  justification  by  the  stipulators  was  taken  in  sur- 
prise of  the  claimants  proctor,  and  at  a  time  different  from  the 
one  appointed  for  the  purpose. 

J.  Larocque,  for  the  motion. 
Wm.  Wordsworthy  opposed. 
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Betts,  J.  In  suits  in  the  Admiralty  Courts,  each  party  is 
required  to  give  security  ajntd  ctctdj  in  open  Conrt,  or  by  bail 
or  stipulatioi>  out  of  Court,  on  initiating  an  action  or  defence. 
Dist*  Ct.  RuUj  44 ;  Sup.  Ct.  RtUe^  5.  This  procee4ing  was 
attended  with  much  formality  under  the  ancient  practice,  and 
became  a  branch  of  critical  learning,  and  of  no  inconsidem- 
ble  perplexity.  The  topic  is  ably  investigated  by  Judge 
Ware,  in  Lane  v.  Townsend,  (1  Ware,  286,  and  note,)  and 
the  methods  pursued  are  pointed  out  in  Clarke? s  Praxis^  tit 
4-13 ;  2  Browne^s  Civ.  Sf  Adm.  L.  356.  The  subject  is  now 
one  rather  of  curious  inquiry  than  of  practical  importance  in 
.  this  Court,  because  it  is  here  fuUy  regulated  by  the  standing 
rules  of  this  and  the  Supreme  Court,  at  least  in  so  far  as  tiie 
points  arising  under  these  motions  are  concerned.  To  eflfeo 
tuate  the  appeal  so  as  to  suspend  execution  on  the  decree  in 
this  Court,  it  was  necessary  for  the  libellauts  to  give  secoritj 
by  stipulation  within  ten  days  after  the  decree  was  rendered, 
(JXst.  CL  Bule^  153,)  and  also  to  serve  upon  the  claim* 
ant  four  days'  notice  of  the  names  of  the  suretieB  proposed, 
and  of  the  time  and  place  of  giving  the  stipulation.  Ride 
154.  The  libellants,  if  resident  within  the  district,  must  exe* 
cute  the  stipulation  personally,  with  at  least  one  surety  reii* 
dent  therein.  Non-resident  parties  must  supply  at  least  two 
sureties.  Rule  59.  This  seems  to  be  the  usual  course  of 
practice  in  the  American  Courts  of  Admiralty,  and  the  formal 
steps  for  carrying  out  the  regulations  are  indicated  in  the  ele- 
mentary books.  DmUap^s  Adm.  JFV.  155,  156  ;  Betts^$  Ad$L 
IV.  25,  26. 

The  allegation  set  forth  in  the  papers,  upon  which  tins  mo- 
tion is  founded  and  attested  to  on  the  part  of  the  daimants, 
are  contradicted  and  repelled  by  the  greater  weight  of  evi* 
dence  given  in  behalf  of  the  libellants,  except  that  both  libel- 
lants are  not  proved  to  have  been  residents  of  this  district  at 
the  time  the  stipulations  were  executed.    They  were  transient 
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Btemen^  employed  backwards  and  forwards  in  voyages  be- 
tween New  York,  the  West  Indies,  and  Portland  in  Maine. 

The  sole  defect  or  irregularity  established  by  the  proofs, 
tlien,  is  that  two  sureties  were  not  famished  in  the  stipula- 
tioDs  objected  to. 

All  the  proceedings  excepted  to  by  the  claimant  took  place 
with  his  fall  knowledge  in  May  last,  but  he  has  forborne 
applying  for  relief  against  the  alleged  irregalarities  until  the 
present  term  of  July. 

It  is  the  settled  practice  of  this,  and  it  is  believed  of  all 
other  Courts,  that  irregularities  of  proceeding,  known  to  the 
party  concerned,  must  be  objected  to  at  the  first  legal  oppor- 
tonity  in  Court,  after  the  time  of  its  occurrence.  If  the  frac- 
tion of  the  May  term  remaining  after  the  steps  had  been  taken 
by  the  stipulators  to  justify  their  sufficiency  might  be  disre- 
garded by  the  claimant,  yet  he  was  bound  to  make  his  objec- 
tions to  the  stipulations  at  the  June  term,  or  he  will  be  held 
to  have  waived  all  exceptions  to  matters  of  irregularity. 

One  surety  is  sufficient  in  the  stipulations,  where  the  prin- 
cipal is  a  resident  within  the  district,  and  it  is  not  indispensa- 
ble to  the  validity  of  a  stipulation  in  any  case,  that  it  be  exe- 
cated  by  two  sureties.  It  is  a  privilege  of  the  party,  which 
he  may  enforce  or  not,  at  his  option.  Dist.  Ct.  lUUe^  59.  It 
would  be  grossly  inequitable  to  suffer  the  claimant  to  stand 
l^  and  witness  the  signature  of  the  stipulations  by  one  surety 
only,  without  objecting  to  it,  and  subsequently  permit  him  to 
vacate  the  act  for  irregularity.  The  signatures  of  two  sure- 
ties are  not  vital  to  the  stipulation.  It  is  a  formality  only, 
which  the  opposite  party  may  waive,  and  which,  under  the 
facts,  the  Court  will  deem  him  to  have  done  in  this  instance. 
This  would  be  done  on  general  principles ;  but  there  are  addi- 
tional reasons  why  the  most  liberal  intendments  and  pre- 
sumptions should  be  applied  in  favor  of  seamen,  to  uphold 
tiieir  acts,  and  prevent  sharp  practice  to  their  disadvantage,  in 
litigations  for  the  recovery  of  their  wages.    The  claimant 


28 


330  CASES  IN  ADMIRALTY. 


Tbe  Indiana. 


may  have  now  selected  a  time  to  exact  their  present  ezeca- 
tion  of  the  stipulations,  when  they  are  absent  on  foreign  voy- 
ages, and  their  present  inability  to  fulfil  that  formality  might 
bar  their  seeking  relief  by  appeal  firom  the  deciflions  made  in 
this  Court  against  their  demands ;  and  the  addition  of  their 
names  to  the  stipulations  may  usually  be  regarded  as  the 
emptiest  formality,  for  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  tiie  pe^ 
sonal  responsibility  of  men  of  their  dass  can  supply  any  aid 
to  the  obligations,  or  any  pecuniary  advantage  to  the  daim- 
ant  Independent  of  the  laches  of  the  daimant,  in  delaying 
his  application  to  the  Court  for  a  period  of  six  weeks  after 
notice  of  this  informality,  if  it  be  one,  I  hold  tiiat  the  daim* 
ant  must  be  deemed  to  have  intentionally  waived  the  execu- 
tion of  the  stipulations  by  the  libellants.  The  motions  are 
accordingly  both  denied 

Order  accordinglg. 


Thb  Indiaica* 

When  a  coUinon  oocnired  at  nigbt  betwaen  a  steamboat  vndar  way  aad  a  adiooDtir 
at  anchor  in  the  middle  of  the  Hudson  Riyer,  opposite  Fort  Lee, — HeUlj  that  the 
taking  np  an  anchorage  in  the  middle  of  the  river  was  not  an  act  of  cnlpable 
coTidact  on  the  part  of  the  schooner. 

h  9eems  that  there  is  no  settled  usage  among  thoae  navlgalang  the  Hudson  Biiw, 
which  requires  vessels  anchoring  over  night  to  take  np  a  position  within  sny 
particular  limits  as  respects  the  shore ;  nor  any  usage  justifying  a  steamboat 
making  a  night  trip,  in  dispensing,  while  running  in  the  middle  of  the  river,  wiA 
any  care  or  precautions  to  avoid  collision,  which  she  would  be  bound  to  take  if 
running  near  the  shore. 

The  failure  to  keep  out  a  good  light  during  the  night,  and  the  fSUlure  to  maiatain 
a  sufficient  watch  on  deck,  are  either  of  them  acts  of  culpable  negljgenoe,  which 
will  prevent  a  vessel  from  recovering  damages  for  a  collision. 

This  was  a  Ubel  in  ren^  by  Joseph  W.  Sawyer  and  othefs, 
owners  of  the  schooner  Egremet,  against  the  steamboat  In- 
diana, to  recover  damages  for  a  collision. 
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The  fieuj^  in  the  case  were,  that  at  about  four  o'clock  one 
morning,  the  night  being  dark  and  foggy,  the  schooner  was  at 
anchor  in  the  North  River,  nearly  opposite  Fort  Lee.  The 
steamjymt  was,  at  the  same  time,  on  her  way  down  the  river 
from  Albany,  having  six  canal  boats  in  tow,  two  on  each  side 
and  two  behind.  The  pilot  of  the  Indiana  saw  the  schooner 
a  few  minutes  before  sMking  her,  and  endeavored  to  go  clear ; 
but  there  being  a  strong  ebb  tide,  it  was  not  possible  to  do  so? 
and  the  outside  canal  boat  on  the  starboard  side  struck  the 
schooner,  doing  considerable  damage. 

The  ground  of  defence  was,  that  there  was  negligence  on 
the  part  of  those  in  charge  of  the  schooner,  which  contributed 
to^tbe  aoddent  The  facts  relied  upon  as  showing  this  negli* 
gence  are  stated  in  detail  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

E.  C.  Benedict^  for  the  libeUants. 

C.  Van  Samtvoordt^  for  the  daimant 

Betts,  J.  The  libellants  having  established  a  right,  primd 
facie^  to  compensation  for  the  injuries  received  in  the  collision 
articled  upon,  the  case  rests  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  de» 
fence  made  on  behalf  of  Ihe  claimant. 

That  defence  specifies  three  acts  of  the  libellants  which,  it 
is  contended,  were  wrongful  under  the  circumstances,  and 
operated  to  cause  the  collision,  without  fault  or  negligence  on 
&e  part  of  the  daimant. 

Those  facts  are  the  following : — 

L  That  the  schooner  was  anchored,  in  a  thick,  dark  nighti 
nearly  in  the  middle  of  th^  river,  in  the  ordinary  route  and 
diannel  of  steam  vessels  passing  up  and  down  the  river. 

2.  That  no  light,  proper  and  sufficient  to  warn  approaching 
vessels  of  the  position  of  the  sdiooner,  was  exhibited  upon 
her  at  the  time  of  the  collision. 

3.  That  no  watch  was  kept  on  her  deck  at  the  time. 

It  is  contended,  that  owing  to  these  acts  of  culpable  negli- 
gmce,  those  in  charge  of  the  steamboat  were  prevented  from 
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discerning  the  schooner  until  so  near  her  aa  to  req^ler  it  im- 
possible to  avoid  the  collision. 

So  far  as  respects  the  character  of  the  weatbar  and  the 
position  of  the  schooner,  the  evidence  upon  both  sidq^  is  in 
substantial  harmony.  For  although  some  of  the  testimony 
introduced  on  behalf  of  the  Hbellant  charges  that  the  night 
was  so  dark  that  no  vessel  could  be  safely  navigated,  yet  the 
weight  of  evidence  on  that  side,  in  concurrence  with  all  the 
testimony  offered  for  the  claimant,  is  to  the  effect  that  it  was 
proper  and  safe,  on  the  night  in  question,  for  steam  vessels  to 
run,  inasmuch  as  the  land  on  each  side  of  the  river  could  be 
seen.  And  although  there  was  a  slight  disagreement  amongst 
the  witnesses  as  to  the  position  of  the  schooner — the  claim- 
ant's witnesses  stating  that  she  lay  ^  in  the  middle  of  the 
river,"  and  the  witnesses  for  the  libellant  saying  that  she  was 
^  a  third  or  more  of  the  width  of  the  river  firom  the  east 
shore," — ^yet  the  discrepancy  is  too  slight  to  embarrass  the 
C)ourt  in  applying  to  the  case  the  rules  of  law  governing  cases 
of  a  similar  kind.  For  the  assertion  of  the  pilot  of  the  In- 
diana, that  the  position  taken  up  by  the  schooner  was  an 
unusual  one  for  vessels  to  anchor  in,  is  not  contradicted  by 
any  evidence  upon  the  other  side. 

These  facts,  then,  are  established  by  the  pleadings  and 
proofs.  That  the  wind  was  northeast,  and  the  tide  a  strong 
ebb.  That  the  schooner  lay  at  anchor  wide  off  in  the  river. 
That  the  night  was  so  thick  and  dark,  that  an  object  of  the 
size  and  color  of  the  schooner  could  not,  witiiout  the  aid  of  a 
light  on  board  of  her,  be  discovered  by  those  on  board  of  a 
steamboat  running  on  the  same  track,  at  a  distance  of  more 
than  ten  or  fifteen  rods  otL  That  the  position  thus  taken  up 
by  the  schooner  was  one  far  out  in  the  river,  there  a  mile  or 
more  in  width,  and  at  a  place  where  steamboats  were  not 
bound  to  exercise  extraordinary  circumspection  or  precaution 
in  expectation  of  coming  upon  vessels  at  anchor. 

In  respect  to  that  charge  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  libel- 
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huits,  ^yhich  is  based  on  the  position  selected  by  the  schooner 
for  anchoring,  the  mle  applicable  to  snch  cases  reqnires  the 
promovent  to  show  that  th«re  was  positiye  fanlt  or  negligence 
<m  ihe  part  of  the  colliding  vessel,  and  that  there  was  no 
blameable  condnct  in  the  one  injured,  condndng  to  the  col- 
Usion.     The  utmost  that  is  made  oat  by  tiie  claimant  is,  that 
the  choice  of  the  place  where  the  schooner'  anchored  might 
possibly  have  led  to  the  accident.     There  is  no  evidence  that 
any  fixed  understanding  exists  amongst  navigators  on  the 
Hudson  River,  to  the  effect  that  vessels  will  not  anchor  out 
towards  the  middle  of  the  river,  even  at  points  where  it  is  of 
snch  great  breadth  ;  nor  any  proof  that  it  is  the  invariable  or 
even  tiie  most  usual  course  for  steamboats  to  hold  a  course 
directly  midway  the^iver  during  the  night  time.     I  do  not 
tiiink,  therefore,  that  this  case  can  be  ranged  with  those  where 
vessels  are  guilty  of  culpable  negligence  in  anchoring  in  the 
common  passages  of  great  thorough&res.     After  leaving  the 
immediate  harbor  of  New  York,  and  particularly  in  those 
parts  of  the  Nortih  River  where  there  is  a  navigable  channel 
of  a  mile  or  more  in  width,  there  does  not  seem  to  be  any  mle, 
or  any  necessity,  compelling  vessels  to  confine  their  anchor* 
age  within  any  particular  limit,  or  excusing  those  under  way 
in  one  part  of  the  channel  from  exercising  the  ordinary  pre- 
caution and  vigilance  which  might  be  required  firom  them  in 
another  part 

The  charge  of  negligence,  in  not  keeping  a  light  conspio> 
oously  suspended  on  the  schooner,  is  better  founded.  Both 
the  statute  law  of  the  State  and  the  equally  stringent  rule  of 
the  maritime  law,  require  a  vessel  at  anchor,  under  such  dr* 
comstances  as  are  shown  in  this  case,  to  maintain  a  good 
and  sufficient  light  throughout  ihe  night,  so  placed  as  to  be 
visible  to  other  vessels  approaching  her  fiN>m  any  direction.^ 


Compare,  also,  The  Santa  Clans,  Olcott,  428. 
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1  Rev.  Stats.  685,  §  2 ;  Train  v.  The  North  America,  2  i\^.  T. 
Leg.  Obs.  67 ;  Simpson  v.  Hand,  6  Wheat.  324 ;  Bullock  v. 
The  Steamboat  Lamar,  8  Laiw  Rep.  275 ;  Waring  v.  Clarke, 
5  How.  441.  And  the  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  daimants 
is  full  and  satisfactory  to  show  that  no  light  on  the  schooner 
was  discernible  from  the  steamboat,  either  before  or  at  the 
time  of  the  colUsion. 

This  evidence  is  given  not  by  the  pilot  and  oliier  persond 
on  board  the  steamboat  alone,  but  by  others  on  the  camd 
boats  in  tow  alongside  her.  The  witnesses  all  assert  that 
they  were  on  a  vigilant  look-outy^-the  alarm-bell  of  the 
steamer  having  been  rung, — and  that  they  saw  a  few  rods 
ahead  a  dark  object  on  the  water,  but  no  appearance  of  a 
light  upon  any  part  of  it  ^ 

It  is  proved,  by  those  on  board  of  the  schooner,  that  a  globe 
lamp  was  trimmed  and  lighted,  and  properly  set,  at  about 
eleven  o'clock  that  night,  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  collisloii 
it  remained  in  the  same  place,  still  lighted,  and  was  taken 
down  and  used  in  searching  for  the  damages  she  might  have 
received.  The  pilot,  however,  adds  that  the  wick  was  found 
crusted  thickly,  and  he  picked  the  wick  before  hanging  it  up 
again. 

After  the  two  vessels  were  separated,  the  steamer  passed 
down  the  river,  but  returned  a  short  time  subsequently  to  put 
back  upon  the  schooner  one  of  her  crew,  who  had  got  on 
board  the  steamer  during  the  collision.  On  that  occasion  the 
light  of  the  lamp  was  plainly  seen  by  those  on  board  the 
steamer,  in  season  to  give  them  notice  of  her  proximity  in 
ample  time  to  avoid  a  collision.  This  circumstance  is  urged, 
on  the  part  of  the  libellants,  to  show  that  the  lamp  had  all 
the  time  given  sufficient  light  to  warn  the  steamer  where  the 
schooner  lay ;  while  it  is,  on  the  other  hand,  invoked  by  the 
claimant,  as  evidence  that  the  re-trimming  of  the  lamp  was 
necessary  to  render  it  of  any  service  to  other  vessels  approach- 
ing her. 
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I  think  this  particular  is  not  sufficient  to  countervail  the 
strong  proofs  furnished  by  the  claimant  of  the  absence  of  any 
light  exhibited  on  the  schooner  at  the  time  of  the  collision, 
competent  to  afford  warning  to  the  steamer  of  her  position. 
The  light  probably  continued  feebly  kindled  and  burning  too 
obBGuroly  to  give  more  light  than  enough  to  show  the  men, 
as  they  came  on  deck,  that  the  wick  was  still  ignited ;  and 
even  that  effect  might  well  be  produced  from  the  jar  of  the 
two  vessels  in  the  coUiaion,  shaking  up  or  resuscitating  slightiy 
the  flame. 

The  weight  of  evidence,  in  my  opinion,  is  against^  the  libel- 
lants  upon  this  point,  and  fastens  the  fault  on  them  of  having 
&iled  to  keep  up,  burning  during  the  night,  a  clear  light, 
placed  conspicuously  on  the  vessel. 

The  omission  of  the  libellants  to  maintain  a  competent 
watch  on  deck  throughout  the  night  is  clearly  proved.  That 
was  an  act  of  gross  negligence  on  their  part^  All  hands  on 
board  the  schooner  turned  in  at  about  eleven  o'clock  in  the 
evening.  A  look-out,  doing  his  duty  on  deck,  could  have 
secured  the  schooner  from  the  accident.  He  could  have  given 
the  steamer  timely  warning,  by  hailing  or  by  waiving  a  light, 
and  especially  would  have  acquitted  the  schooner  of  fault  in 
respect  to  a  standing  light  on  the  vessel,  by  seeing  that  the 
lamp  was  kept  in  proper  condition,  and  furnished  the  light 
required  by  law.  Aside  from  the  positive  duty  to  maintain 
such  a  light,  enjoined  by  the  local  statute,  these  acts  of 
omission  are  made  by  the  maritime  law  evidence  of  culpable 
inattention  smd  want  of  precaution,  which  bar  the  schooner 
of  all  claim  to  damages  she  may  have  suffered  in  consequence 
of  the  neglect 

The  libel  must  therefore  be  dismissed,  with  costs  to  be  taxed. 


1  Compsra,  also,  The  Bebeoca,  1  Blatchf.  jr  H.  347. 
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The  WASHiitoToif  Irving. 

A  oollisioii  occurred  in  Ae  day  thne«  between  a  Bailing  Twsd  sajfinfr  on  ber 
board  tack,  on  a  flood  tide,  and  a  steaqiboat ;  for  which  a  libel  was  filed  on  tbe 
part  of  tbe  vessel. 

Heldy  I.  That  it  was  incumbent  on  the  steamboat  to  show  some  improper 
act  or  omission  on  the  part  of  the  sailing  vesael,  cansmg  the  eolliirion,  or  it  would 
be  presumed  that  the  steamboat  neglected  to  nse  those  precautions  to  avoid  eoi- 
.lision  which  the  law  required  her  to  exercise. 

2.  That  in  order  to  protect  the  steamboat,  such  excuse  must  be  set  forth  clearly 
in  the  answer  of  Ae  claimants,  and  must  be  proved  as  Jaid. 

When  a  steamer  and  sailing  vessel,  proceeding  in  opposite  doeetioiis,  are  approadi' 
ing  each  other  on  courses  which  may  lead  to  a  collision,  the  steamer  cannot  be 
excused  for  holding  her  way,  upon  the  hypothesis  and  belief  that  the  sailing  ves- 
sd  cannot  with  safety  to  herself  keep  her  tack,  but  must  go  about  or  come  into 
the  wind  before  they  meet. 

The  law  casts  upon  the  steamer  the  obligation  of  using  efiectzvely  and  promptly 
the  extraordinary  means  she  possesses  to  prevent  a  collision. 

Where  the  defence  in  the  answer,  in  a  cause  of  collision  between  a  sdiooner  snd  a 
steamboat,  rested  on  fiiults  imputed  to  the  schooner  in  holding  her  contse  acroes 
the  bows  of  the  steamer  under  drcamstances  in  which  it  ¥ras  ber  duty  to  hare 
gone  about ;  and  the  defence  set  up  by  the  proofs  rested  upon  faults  committed 
on  the  part  of  the  schooner  in  an  attempt  to  come  about  abruptly,  and  failing  off 
or  drifting  in  the  attempt,  against  tbe  steamer, — HeUL,  that  the  latter  defence  was 
a  deviation  from  the  answer  \  aad  that  nnder  the  pleadings  the  claimants  were 
not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it. 

This  was  a  libel  m  rerrij  by  Joseph  Odell,  owner  of  the 
schooner  Superior,  against  the  steamboat  Washington  Irvingj 
to  recover  damages  for  a  collision  between  the  two  vessels. 

The  facts  appear  sufficiently  in  the  opinion  of  Ck>iirt 

William  Jay  Haskett  and  W.  Q.  Morton^  for  the  libellant 

X  W,  C,  Leveridffe,  for  the  claimant. 

Betts,  J.  The  collision  npon  which  this  action  is  founded 
occurred  in  Hell  Gate,  near  the  Westchester  shore  of  the  East 
River,  in  the  day  time.  The  libellant's  schooner  was  sailing 
eastward  on  a  flood  tide  into  the  Sound,  and  the  steamboat 
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was  muTiing  to  New  Yodc,  dowding  dose  in  by  the  shore  of 
Waid'B  lalaiid,  in  eladk  water,  or  what  was  r^arded  an  eddy 
of  the  tide.  The  wind  wtm  N.  R,  and  the  Bchooner  on  her 
starboard  taek  £rom  the  Pot  Bock  aoiow  toward  Negro  Point, 
aad  in  plain  view  of  the  Bteamboat  The  starboard  side  of 
the  schooner  and  bo^of  the  steamer  came  in  collision. 

Under  these  •ciiovimstances  it  is  manifestly  inenmbent  on 
the  steamer  to  show  some  improper  act  or  omission  on  the 
fttrt  of  the  schooner  causing  the  odlision,  or  it  must  be  pre- 
snmed  that  the  steamer  neglected  to  use,  in  dne  time,  the 
means  at  her  oommand,  and  which  the  law  required  her  to 
mploy  to  avoid  it 

The  exculpatory  defence  must  be  pleaded  specifically  in 
Ike  answer,  and  must  be  proved  as  laid,  in  order  to  protect 
the  daimiant 

fa  comparing  the  pleadings  and  pioofe  on  tHs  point,  they 
aie  found  not  to  harmonise,  and  the  diffierenoe  is  essential  in 
its  diaiaoto;  The.  answer  chasgee  the  whole  fietult  to  the 
sohooner,  and  io  have  oottsicrted  in  holding  upon  her  starboard 
tack,  into  an  eddy  and  across  the  bows  of  the  steamer,  when 
her  taroe  navigation  was  to  have  gone  about,  as,  had  she 
deared  the  bows  of  the  steamer,  there  would  not  have  been 
itKHu  for  Hbe  schooner  to  pass  or  fie  between  the  steamer  and 
the  land;  a&d  fturtber,  by  holding  that  course  into  the  eddy 
tide,  an  control  of  her  direction  VTould  be  lost  to  her.  Upon 
the  assumption  of  the  facts,  the  argument  is  cogent,  that  the 
pSbt  of  tiie  -steamer  liad  no  reason  to  expect  the  schooner 
ttrtmld  undeilake  a  movement  so  hazardous  to  herself,  if  not 
inipracticabie,  and  was  not  bound  to  take  precautions  against 
ft,  and  lightfolly  cotrtinned  on  the*  course,  which  v^s  the 
pRyper  one,  had  the  schooner  been  managed  according  to  the 
ttstal  and  safe  Tuethod  of  navigation  under  like  circum- 
stances. 

There  ai«  important  assurtxptions  iu  this  Bne  of  defence 
%fai(^  are  not  cof^Brmed  by  the  prooft.    F^rst,  that  the  steamer 
VOL.  I.  29 
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was  at  the  time  in  an  eddy  ont  of  the  tide,  where',  for  that 
reason,  the  schooner  conld  not  be  expected  to  venture,  as, 
without  aid  of  the  tide,  she  wonld  not  have  sufficient  steer- 
age  way  to  be  worked  abont  on  the  other  tack  before  reach- 
ing the  shore ;  and,  second,  that  there  was  not  space  between 
the  steamboat  and  the  shore  to  afford  Ifce  schooner  means  of 
escape  from  bilging  if  she  could  be  got  past  the  bo^wB  of  the 
steamer. 

The  officers  of  the  steamboat  had  a  right  to  act  npon  the 
presumption  that  the  schooner  would  not  be  intentionally  ran 
in  dangerous  proximity  to  the  shore,  or  to  a  point  i^ere  she 
must  become  disabled  or  embarrassed  in  tacking  by  a  loss  or 
change  of  the  current.  But  if  these  impediments  to  her 
course  were  not  palpable  and  inevitable,  the  steamboat  had 
no  right  to  anticipate  any  variation  of  her  course  by  the 
schooner,  and  was  bound  to  regulate  her  proceedings  so  as  to 
leave  the  schooner  free  to  be  navigated  according  to  the  judg- 
ment of  her  master  and  pilot  They  were  entitled  to  deter- 
mine, at  their  discretion,  the  advantage  or  prudence  of  contin- 
uing her  tack  beyond  the  true  tide,  and  even  to  what  might 
seem  to  the  officers  of  the  steamer  a  dangerous  proximity  to 
the  land. 

The  law,  under  circumstances  of  uncertainty  or  doubt  in 
respect  to  these  particulars,  imposed  on  the  officers  of  the 
steamboat  the  duty  of  taking  timely  precaution  to  secure  the 
sailing  vessel  the  free  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  her  master 
in  the  choice  of  her  course,  and  the  expedients  to  be  adopted 
in  case  he  should  encounter  dangers  in  pursuing  it  Had 
both  vessels  been  under  sail,  the  schooner  being  close-hauled, 
was  entitled  to  run  out,  her  tack,  or  hold  it  so  long  as  she 
deemed  proper,  if  the  opposite  vessel  was  running  free,  and 
this  privilege  was  still  broader  in  respect  to  a  steamer.  Her 
pilot  had  no  right  to  speculate  upon  the  purpose  or  duty  of 
the  schooner,  but,  possessing  the  means  and  ample  time,  it 
devolved  upon  him  to  have  avoided  all  hazard  of  collision  by 
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stopping  and  backing  her  engine^  or  starboarding  her  hehn 
and  bearing  off  into  ihe  river,  leaving  space  for  the  schooner 
to  csxtricate  herself  in  an^  manner  she  might  elect. 

Bui  these  vaiions  groonds  and  assmnptions  of  defence  are 
no  way  sustained  by  the  proofs  produced  on  the  part  of  the 
claimant.     They  are  wholly  inapplicable  |to  it     The  scope 
and  bearing  of  his  testimony  is  to  show  that  the  collision  was 
occasioned  by  an  improper  manoeuvre  of  the  schooner  in  luff- 
ing up  into  the  wind  so  as  to  shake  her  sails,  and  thus  mis- 
l&ding  the  pilot  of  the  steamer  by  indicating  the  intention  to 
bear  off  on  the  larboard  tack,  and  then  abruptly  veering  back 
upon  her  former  course,  when  she  had  approached  so  near  to 
the  steamer  that  it  was  no  longer  in  the  power  of  her  pilot  to 
go  astern  of  the  schooner,  or  to  prevent  the  latter  being  blown 
or  drifted  against  the  stem  of  the  steamer. 

This  Hue  of  defence  is  not  within  the  answer;  it  is  a  vital 
departure  from  it.  It  seeks  to  make  an  issue  on  merits  out- 
aide  the  allegations  of  the  pleadings.  This  the  law  and  prac- 
tice of  the  Court  will  not  permit  to  be  done. 

In  my  opinion,  the  claimant  entirely  fails  supporting  the 
allegations  of  his  answer,  if  they  could  be  deemed  in  law 
an  adequate  justification  of  the  acts  of  the  steamer  in  the 
transaction  complained  of,  and  that  the  libellant  is  entitled 
to  a  decree  condemning  the  steamer  in  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  the  schooner  from  the  collision.  It  will  be  refer- 
red to  a  commissioner  to  ascertain  and  report  those  damages 
totiie  Court. 

Decree  accordingly. 


I 
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Cox  V^  MWBlY* 

A  Court  of  Adjninity  has  na  jujsdictiQ*.  (o.  affbtd  a  xsm^j,  tidieK  w  reai  9t  m 
penonam,  for  the  breach  of  an  executory  contract  for  personal  s^rrioea  to  be  rea- 
dered  to  a  resael  in  port,  in  lading  or  unlading  her  cargo. 

In  order  to  clothe  a  contract  with  the  privOege  of  a  remedy  in  the  Adminltj 
Coorts,  the  snbjeofc^natter  of  the  contract  most  be  Maritime  in  ita  isasare.  TUi 
ia  the  case  only  when  the  matter  done,  or  begun  to  bo  done  uDder  the  contrail 
regards  the  fitment  of  the  yessel  herself  for  the  yoyage^ — aid  and  assistance  r^)- 
dered  on  board  her  in  prosecuting  the  voyage,-H>r  the  employment  of  her  as  the 
Tohicle  of  a  royage. 

This  was  a  libel  m  personam^  by  Henvy  Cox  against  Biek 
aid  Mmiay)  to  vecovef  for  services  rendered  by  the  Ubellaat 
to  the  respondent* 

The  libeUant  was  a  stevedore.  The  recqpoiident  was  mas- 
ter of  the  Gem,  a  British  brig  owned  in  Glasgow.  The  libel 
embraced  several  claims,  among  which  was  a  demand  of  |60 
for  thQ  breach  of  a  contract  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the 
respondent  with  tiie  libeUant  as  stevedore,  engaging  the  se^ 
vices  of  the  latter  to  stow  a  cargo  of  com  on  board  the  ie> 
spondenifs  vessel  jEbr  shipment  abroad.  It  vima  shown,  bow* 
ever,  that  all  the  demands  stated  in  the  libel  were  satisfied  by 
the  respondent,  excepting  the  one  for  damages  for  non-pet* 
formance  of  that  contract ;  and  that  no  services  vTere  rend^^ 
by  the  libeUant  under  the  contract  to  load  the  vessel,  beycmd 
what  he  had  received  compensation  for.  The  sole  question 
upon  which  the  ease  turned  was,  whether  a  Court  of  Admi* 
ralty  can  take  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  for  damages  for  tiie  bare 
breach  of  a  contract  for  services  to  be  rendered  in  loadmg  a 
cargo  on  board  a  vessel. 

Alanson  Nashy  for  the  libeUant. 

X  T.  Doyle^  for  the  respondent. 

Betts,  J.    The  libeUant  avers  that  he  was  employed  by 
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the  respondent  to  load  and  stow  on  board  the  brig  Indnstry, 
oonunanded  by  the  latter,  a  cargo  of  corn ;  and  that  he  was 
afterwards  nnjnstly  disUiarged  by  the  respondent,  and  pre- 
vented firom  doing  the  work,  whereby  he  has  been  damaged 
to  the  amount  of  $60.  The  respondent  contests  tlie  amount 
of  damages,  and  also  objects  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
over  the  demand.  The  inquiry  as  to  the  extent  of  damages 
sostained  will  be  laid  out  of  view,  and  the  question  of  juris- 
diction will  alone  be  considered. 

This  being  a  foreign  vessel,  the  remedy  would,  ordinarily,  be 
concuirent  either  in  rem  against  her,  or  in  personam  against  the 
owner  or  master,  when  the  subject-matter  is  one  oj^i^itime 
juxisdiction.  The  General  Smith,  4  WheaL  439^B  that 
position  be  not  accurate  universally,^  I  do  not  consider  the 
form  of  action  in  this  case  affords  the  Ubellant  any  advantage 
in  respect  to  the  question  under  consideration. 

The  decision  of  the  cause  does  not  rest  upon  the  point  con- 
tested between  the  advocates  of  the  parties  on  the  hearing — 
that  is,  the  right  of  a  stevedore  to  sue  in  Admiralty  for  ser- 
vices rendered  by  him  in  loading  or.  unloading  a  vessel^ — ^but 
upon  a  point  widely  different,  viz.,  the  competency  of  the 
Ck>urt  to  sustain  an  action  or  afford  a  remedy  for  a  mere 
breach  of  contract^  when  no  services  have  been  rendered,  nor 
any  materials  furnished,  nor  other  acts  of  performance  done 
under  it,  upon  a  vessel. 

I  imderstand  the  doctrine  of  the  liability  in  Admiralty,  of 
vessels  or  their  owners  to  material-men  and  laborers,  is  based 
upon  the  consideration  that  the  ship  has  been  benefited  and 
aided  in  her  business  of  navigating  the  sea  by  the  supplies  or 
services  furnished  her.    4  Wash.  C.  C.  R.  453.    And*  I  am 


1  See  the  case  of  The  Merchant,  anie^  1. 

s  That  the  services  of  a  stevedore  are  not  the  bads  of  a  lien  upon  the  ves- 
sel, suable  m  rem^  was  decided  in  this  Court,  in  The  Amstel,  1  BkOchf,  ^ 
BL  215,  and  in  The  Bark  Joseph  Cmuod,  OlcoU^  120. 

29* 
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not  aware  that  maritiine  ceuits  haTe  enter  sostained  aetioni 
for  personal  seryicea  upon  the  footing  at  an  ajoeoutdrf  ccmtraol- 
merely.  It  maj  be  a  dose  qveatioi^  whether  a  di8tineti<m 
may  not  existy  in  reapeot  to  contraets  of  affiEoigUment  and 
otiiers,  which  hare  relation  to  the  we  of  a  Tesfeel  in  maiitinia 
ei[nploymentS)  either  by  the  owner  or  freighter^  or  to  thoaa 
entered  into  by  maiiner%  which  contemplate  pcaeiocmaiica  at 
sea,  and  thna  aieame,  in  moat  points,  the  atrong  aamiUtude  of 
a  maritime  character. 

But  a  contract  made  in  port,  and  intended  to  be  there  po^ 
formed,  to  fit  oiit,.rig^  or  repcdr  a  ahipt  ^^  ^  P**  <>b  boari 
necesMMtorea  for  a  vo]faga,  is  not  easily  di^tingiiishable  m 
princifHBom  ihe  contmct  to  furniah  her  a  cargo ;  and  I 
apprehend  it  woald  be  difficult  to  fix  upon  aay  settled  doo* 
trine  of  maiitinie  kaw  which  brings  contracta  of  the  latiar 
description  within  the  eogniaaaee  of  maritime  conrts. 

If  aaita  can  be  maintained  in  Admiralty  npon  contrada 
where  there  haa  been  no  falfilment,  then,  aince  the  rig^t  ef 
remedy  ahoold  be  reeipioeal)  the  master  or  owner  might  resort 
to  the  same  tribunal  for  the  violation  of  agreements  to  build 
or  repair  a  Tesael,  to  supply  her  with  atores,  or  to  jnovide  har 
with  a  stipulated  oargo.  The  airong  current  of  aothority  now 
against  the  existence  ot  any  sueh.powera  in  Admiraliy  Ckiuita 
WiUard  9.  Dorr,  3  iUaaa.  91 ;  Rummer  ik  HiU,  4  J6.  380; 
The  Lady  Horatio,  Bee^  170 ;  The  Steamboat  Odeana  ir. 
Phcsbus,  11  Pei.  175 ;  Andrews  e.  Wellsi  3  Bbm  37S ;  L' Ariaa 
V.  Mainwaring,  Bee^  19d ;  Baina  v*  The  Schooner  James 
and  Catherine,  1  BalduK  544;  The  Cmaacbr,  Ware^  437; 
Bracket  p.  The  Heroules,  Oi^  t84 ;  Dam  tk  A  New  Brig^ 
lb.  473 ;  Thaekarey  i>.  The  Fanner,  lb.  694  Undertakinga 
which  are  merely  personal  in  their  character,  or  which  axe 
preliminary  and  leading  to  maritime  contracts,  do  not  seem 
ever  to  have  been  recognized  as  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
Admiralty.  Bracket  v.  The  Hercule^  QUp.  184;  The 
Schooner  Tribune,  8  Sumn.  144.    The  sul^ec^mattw  of  tbs 


NOVBBfBEB,  1848.  343 


CoK  9«  Mom;. 


contract — the  substantial  object  and  end — ^must  pertain  to 
navigation,  or  be  connected  wi&  transactions  performed  by 
vessels  on  the  sea,  to  become  maiitime^  its  nature,  and  be 
clothed  with  the  privilege  of  a  remedy  in  Admiralty  Courts ; 
aad  it  appean  to  me  that  an  agreement  acquires  this  man- 
time  quaKiy  only  when  the  matters  performed  or  entered 
upon  under  it  pertain  to  the  fitment  of  a  vessel  for  navigation, 
idd  and  reHaf  supplied  her  in  preparing  for  and  conduetiiig  a 
Toyage,  or  the  freighting  or  employment  of  her  as  the  instra- 
mtent  of  a  voyage.  Collateral  contracts  vdth  or  assistance 
by  services  or  advances  to  an  owner  or  master,  ilicidentally 
benefiting  a  voyage,  acquire  no  special  property  thereby 
which  rqndevB  them  maritime* 

The  loading  or  stowing  a  eargo  on  board  does  not  involve 
eittier  of  tiiese  fundamental  ingredients  of  m^time  service. 
This  position  WW  taken  in  tiie  decision  rendered  in  this  Court 
in  the  case  of  The  Amsiel,^  dedded  in  1831.  The  services 
of  a  stevedore  in  stowing  or  unlading  a  cargo,  were  there 
placed  iqpon  the  same  fDotiag  with  those  of  a  drayman  who 
hauls  it  to  tile  vessel  or  away  from  her»  l%e  stevedore's  ser^ 
vice  is  of  no  higher  character,  in  respect  to  maritime  privilege, 
than  that  lendeied  by  any  shove  laborer  vrho  assists  in  pulling 
%k  the  falls,  or  moving  the  merobandiM  along  the  wharf  while 
the  Tessel  is  taking  in  or  discharging  cargo,  or  who  aids  in 
vtreighing  or  KMsasuving  it  The  engagement  entered  into  by 
a  master  wiUi  a  stevedore,  to  employ  the  latter  in  such  ser^ 
vice,  is  of  BO  Ugber  quality  tinn  the  service  Itself,  and  cannot, 
tiifiiefbra,  aflbrd  foundation  for  an  action  in  Admiralty,  either 
li  rem  or  in  permmwk    I  therefore  pronounce  against  tiie 

jurisdjciion  of  the  Court  over  this  demand. 

Decree  accordingly. 


1  Since  reported,  1  BUUckf.  ff  B.  215. 
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There  was  at  the  time  no  quairel  between  them,  and  no 
assault  upon  the  mate  was  attempted  on  the  part  of  the  libel- 
lant 

The  version  given  by  the  mate  of  the  transaction  is  contra- 
dicted by  the  bystanders,  and  ought,  under  the  circumstances, 
to  have  little  weight  without  corroboration.  The  excess  of 
punishment  given  by  an  officer  in  the  exercise  of  his  authority 
on  board,  or  the  use  of  an  improper  instrument  to  inflict  it, 
cannot  change  the  natore  of  the  sailor's  rights  in  respect  to 
the  ship  or  her  owners.  Had  the  seaman  sickened  from  the 
infliction  of  a  punishment  given  by  an  officer  in  tiie  ordinary 
manner  on  ship-board,  and  which  proved  to  ^  beyond  his 
strength  or  state  of  health  to  bear,  there  can  hardly  be  a  ques- 
tion that  he  would  be  entitled  to  be  cured  of  such  uckness  at 
the  expense  of  the  ship,  A  sailor  must,  in  judgment  of  law, 
be  deemed  in  the  service  of  the  ship,  whilst  under  the  power 
and  authority  of  its  officers ;  and  an  injury  received  by  him 
in  executing  an  improper  order,  or  infficted  on  him  directly, 
by  the  wrongful  violence  of  the  officer,  in  the  exercise  of  hiB 
rightful  power  and  command  over  him  as  an  officer,  mu&t 
equally  entitle  him  to  this  privilege  secured  him  by  the  law 
maritime. 

The  ancient  sea  ordinances  provided,  that  mariners  falling 
sick  during  the  voyage,  or  hurt  in  the  performance  of  their 
duty,  should  be  cured  at  the  expense  of  the  ship.  Ourtis  tm 
Merch.  Seam.  106,  note  2. 

The  service  of  the  ship  is  by  no  means  limited  to  acts  done 
for  the  benefit  of  the  ship,  or  in  the  actual  performance  of 
seaman's  duty  on  board.  Reed  v.  Canfield,  (1  Sumn.  195,) 
was  the  case  of  a  sailor  who  drifted  to  sea,  and  was  badly 
frozen,  in  a  boat,  in  port,  after  the  voyage  had  terminated. 
The  whole  boat^s  company  had  gone  on  shore  wrongfully, 
and  had  also  disobeyed  orders  in  overstaying  the  time  limited 
them,  and  that  misconduct  probably  led  to  the  injury ;  as  a 
sudden  change  of  weatheri  occurring  subsequent  to  the  t^- 


NOVEMBER,  1848.  347 


Ringold  V.  Crocker. 


mination  of  the  leave  of  absence,  prevented  the  boat  reaching 
the  ship,  and  caused  the  exposure  whicl^jestdted  in  the  libei- 
lant's  being  frozen  and  disabled.  Still  the  Court  held  that  he 
was  entitled  to  charge  the  ship  with  his  cure. 

If  the  present  case  presents  a  point  not  decurly  included 
within  any  adjudged  case,  the  principle,  in  my  judgment,  is 
common  with  that  upon  which  the  ship  is  ordinarily  held 
liable  for  the  cure  of  seamen ;  and  I  am  in  no  wise  disposed 
to  weigh  a  balancing  question,  should  this  be  regarded  one, 
unfavorably  to  the  mariner.  If  there  is  hardship  in  the  rule, 
it  is  better  that  it  should  bear  more  heavily  on  the  ship  and 
owners  than  on  the  seaman.  The  ship  is  to  bear  the  expense 
of  board,  medical  advice  and  attendance,  and  those  other 
charges  incident  to  the  nature  of  the  complaint  and  the  cli- 
mate, or  circumstances  of  the  confinement  The  Brig  George, 
1  Swnn.  151 ;  Lamson  v.  Wescott,  Ifr.  App.  And  the  respon- 
sibility of  the  owners  personally  is  co-ordinate  with  that  of 
the  ship.  3  SJentj  5th  ed.  133,  note ;  Abbott  an  Shipp.  158, 
172,  780. 

I  shall  pronounce  for  full  wages  for  the  voyage,  and  an 
order  of  reference  must  be  taken  to  a  commissioner  to  state 
the  amount  Such  deductions  are  to  be  made  as  are  properly 
allowable  for  payments,  if  any,  by  the  master,  in  behalf  of 
the  libellant,  incidental  to  his  cure,  and  not  directly  required 
for  it  The  respondents  are  ako  to  be  credited  with  the 
amount  of  advance  payments  in  money,  and  artideB  far- 
n»hed  the  libellant  at  bis  request  by  the  master  during  the 
voyage. 

Decree  accordingly. 
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JkM  lietweea  tke  orlgiaal  putiM  to  a  ffaipnita^  it  is  tsoapetant  Ibr  them  to  show 
the  actual  coadition  of  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  shipment. 

The  phrases,  "  the  dangers  of  the  seas^"  '*  the  dangers  of  naTigation,"  and  "  the 
perils  of  the  seas,"  employed  in  bills  o^f  lading,  are  innvertibte  terms. 

A  dampness  or  sweMEng  of  tlM  hdd^f  a  irassel,  iliown  to  he  th«  ordinary  aooiift- 
paniment  of  a  Toy^ge  fr«m  iovthOB  ta  aorthem  portv,  and  to  reeoit  not  ftvm 
tempestnoQS  weather  bat  from  oeenU  atmospheric  canses,  is  not  a  *'  peril  of  the 


j» 


"V^erever  a  canse  of  iiynry  to  a  cargo  lies  rery  near  ^h  line  which  separates  et- 
^usable  perOs  of  the  teas  from  Ifaose  dangers  te  which  «oarriers  are  responsiUl^ 
regard  is  to  be  had  to  the  coBtonrof  the  tsada  in  determiaiag  whether  it  is  to  ha 
classed  with  perils  of  the  seas  or  not. 

Where  there  is  a  notorious  custom  in  a  particular  branch  of  commerce,  of  stowing 
goods  of  a  partieolar  description  on  board  ship  in  a  loertain  way,  shippers,  who 
consider  sndi  mode  of  stowage  hasardovs,  tanst  nottff  ettileit  of  their  wish  tft 
have  a  different  one  adopted,  or  thqy  will  not  be  entitled  to  ohaige  the  Utter 
with  injories  receiTed  in  consequence  of  its  adoption* . 

Hie  propriety  of  the  common-law  rule  respecting  the  HabiBty  t>f  common  carriets 
considered. 

This  was  4i libel  impersenam^  by  SjWesAer  JBoztar  and  <ytb- 
etS)  owners  of  tke  ahip  GleonOi  a^iinst  Horaoe  Lelaiid  and 
others,  to  recoyer  freight  and  primage  on  «  <9ai;go  of  flour. 

The  libel  riK>wed  that  the  liboUants  kad  temsported  a  cazj^o 
of  1076  baneb  of  door  in  tiie  Jibdlantn'  vessel,  from  Ne^ 
Orleans  to  New  Yoik,  whidi  weie  consignttd  to  the  respimd* 
ents  at  the  latter  port,  and  were  dnly  delii^iered  to  them  then. 
The  libellants  demanded  $430.40  freight,  and  $21.52  primage^ 

The  answer  set  «p  that  the  flour  was  delivered  in  a  dam- 
aged condition,  and  that  the  loss  incurred  by  the  respondents 
and  chargeable  to  the  libellants  amounted  to  $531.50. 

It  appeared  upon  the  proofs  in  the  cause  on  the  part  of  the 
respondents,  that  on  an  inspection  of  the  flour,  when  deliv- 
ered at  this  port,  601  barrels  were  marked  ^  B.  bad,"  and  69 
barrels  were  marked  ^  zd.  bad ;  ^  and  it  was  frurther  proved 
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that  the  deterioratioQ  in  price  upon,  those  marked  '^  B.  bad  " 
was  from  seventy-five  cents  to  one  dollar  a  barrel ;  that  upon 
the  others  was  about  twenty-five  cents  a  barrel. 

For  the  libellants,  evidence  was  offered  tending  to  show 
that  the  floor  was  not  put  on  board  the  vessel  in  good  con- 
dition. Thus  they  showed  that  ten  barrels  were  stained  on 
the  outside  when  shipped  at  New  Orleans,  though  it  appeared 
that  the  residue  of  the  shipment  was,  so  far  as  was  indicated 
by  external  appearances,  in  good  order.  Evidence  was  also 
put  in  by  the  iibellants,  tending  to  show  that  by  the  method 
of  transportation  adopted  for  bringing  the  flour  from  the 
interior  of  the  country  to  New  Orleans,  and  also  by  exposure 
on  the  wharf  at  New  Ckleans,  while  waiting  to  be  laden  on 
board  ship,  the  flour  had  been  liable  to  get  wet,  and  that  it 
was  taken  on  board  under  circumstances  which  might  well 
cause  its  injury  in  the  manner  disclosed  upon  its  arrival  at 
New  York. 

To  rebut  the  inference  sought  to  be  drawn  from  these  facts, 
the  Iibellants  gave  evidence  that  the  flour,  when  manufac- 
tured and  put  up,  was  perfectly  sound  and  sweet,  and  that 
such  care  and  attention  were  bestowed  in  forwarding  it  as  to 
leave  no  ground  to  presume  that  it  w:as  put  on  board  the  ship 
in  a  (^naged  condition.  It  was  manuftictured  at  Ewing 
Mills,  in  the  cbonty  of  Muskingum,  Ohio,  and  early  in  De- 
cember, 1847,  was  forwarded  by  canal  and  flat-bottomed 
boats  from  the  mills  to  New  Orleans,  where  it  arrived  about 
January  20, 184a 

The  bill  of  lading,  signed  by  the  master  of  Iibellants'  ves- 
sel, and  dated.  February  1, 1848,  contained  an  admission  that 
.  the  flour  was  received  on  board  the  ship  in  good  order  and 
well-conditioned ;  but  a  memorandum  in  the  words  "  weight 
and  contents  are  unknown,"  was  added  by  the  master  before 
his  -signature. 

Other  facts,  especially  such  as  relate  to  the  usage  prevail- 
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ing  amongst  persons  engaged  in  the  business  of  shipping  and 
forwarding"  like  goods  from  New  Orleans  to  the  North,  are 
stated  in  the  opinion. 

E.  C,  Benedict^  for  the  libellants. 

A.  P.  Many  for  the  respondents. 

Betts,  J.  As  between  the  original  parties  to  the  shipment, 
it  is  competent  for  them  to  show,  by  evidence  outside  the  bill 
of  lading,  the  actual  condition  of  the  flour  at  the  time  of 
shipment,  (Howard  v.  Tucker,  1  Bam.  Sf  AUL  712,)  without 
the  aid  of  this  exception ;  and  the  reservation  by  the  master, 
in  executing  the  bill  of  lading,  imposed  on  the  shipper  no 
obligation  to  give  other  evidence  than  the  biU  of  lading  itself, 
that  the  contents  of  the  casks  corresponded  with  the  admis- 
sions in  it,  until  affirmative  evidence  is  furnished  tending  to 
show  a  mistake  in  the  receipt  in  that  respect 

The  memorandum  made  by  the  master,  that  the  contents 
and  weight  of  the  casks  were  unknown,  does  not  change  the 
character  of  the  instrument.  It  operates  as  it  would  without 
that  reservation,  as  primd  facie  evidence  that  the  shipment 
corresponded  with  the  representation,  but  subject  to  be  recti- 
fied by  proof  that  it  was  otherwise. 

The  libellants  show  that  ten  barrels  were  stained  mM)n  the 
outside  when  received  on  board,  but  they  furnish  no  evidence 
raising  a  reasonable  presumption  that  the  contents  of  smy 
part  of  the  shipment  were  injured. 

The  gist  of  the  controversy  has  been,  on  -the  part  of  the 
libellants,  to  show  that  the  damage  the  flour  had  received 
arose  from  its  inherent  qualities, — ^from  dangers  of  the  sea, — 
or  from  the  usual  and  ordinary  damp  and  sweating  of  the 
ship  on  the  voyage. 

The  struggle  on  the  part  of  the  respondents  has  been  to 
make  it  appear  that  the  cargo  of  the  ship  was  improperly 
stowed,  and  that  the  injury  received  by  the  flour  was  occa- 
sioned by  placing  it  in  the  hold  of  the  ship  on  the  top  of  hogs- 
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heada  of  new  sugar,  and  laying  over  it  sacks  or  bags  of  Indian 
corn. 

The  libellants  deny  their  liability  for  the  damage,  should  it 
be  found  to  have  been  so  occasioned,  upon  the  assertion  that 
the  storage  was  in  consonance  with  the  common  and  well- 
known  usage  of  8||^ps  engaged  in  freighting  from  New  Orleans 
to  the  northern  Atlantic  ports. 

I  do  not  think  a  custom  has  been  established  in  this  respect, 
which,  if  the  loss  sustained  by  the  respondents  is  owing  to 
wrongful  stowage  of  the  ship's  cargo,  will,  of  itself,  exonerate 
the  libellants  from  their  liability  as  carriers.  As  to  the  essen- 
tial damage,  the  case  hinges,  then,  in  my  view  of  it,  on  the 
point  whether  it  is  satisfactorily  made  out  by  the  respondents 
that  the  injury  to  the  flour  was  caused  by  stowing  it  in  juxta- 
position with  the  sugar  and  corn,  and  that  such  stowage  was 
improper  and  unsafe. 

There  seems  to  be  no  essential  disagreement  in  the  evidence 
respecting  the  condition  of  the  hold  when  opened  to  unlade 
the  cargo.  It  was  found  heated  to  a  high  degree.  The  corn 
in  some  of  the  bags  had  sprouted,  and  the  grain  was  so  hot 
as  to  render  moving  it  by  hand  painful.  This  p€urt  of  the 
vessel  was  also  filled  with  a  strong  vapor  and  dampness. 
The  flour  in  many  of  the  barrels  was  found  caked  or  coagu- 
lated, so  that  it  could  not  be  separated  by  the  hand,  and  in 
others  it  was  soured;  and  there  is  no  reason  to  question, 
upon  all  the  proofs,  that  the  condition  and  temperature  of  the 
hold  would  ordinarily  and  probably  produce  the  consequences 
found  to  exist  in  respect  to  the  flour,  had  it  been  sweet  and  in 
good  condition  when  laden  on  board  at  New  Orleans.  The 
disagreement  in  the  testimony  is  as  to  the  probable  cause  of 
that  state  of  the  hold  of  the  vessel. 

The  ship,  when  she  took  in  cargo,  was  in  sound  condition, 
and  on  her  arrival  here  was  found  not  to  have  leaked  at  all. 

It  is  proved,  by  numerous  witnesses  of  great  experience  in 
the  New  Orleans  trade,  that  vessels  running  north  will  almost 
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invariably  sweat,  or  disclose  an  interior  moisture  or  dampness, 
sufficient  often  to  be  productive  of  serious  injury  to  goods  on 
board,  and  that  this  condition  of  the  ship,  except  as  to  degree, 
is  irrespective  of  the  cargo  she  carries.  The  cause  of  this 
cannot  be  ascertained  with  certainty,  but  it  appertains  in  no 
way  to  the  insufficiency  of  the  ship ;  it  Lueenerally  asmbed 
to  the  sudden  change  of  climate,  and  augmented,  as  has  been 
usually  noticed,  by  rough  weather,  and  also  by  any  natural 
moistness  in  the  cargo,  yet  exhibiting  itself  to  the  highest  de- 
gree in  the  cold  seasons  of  the  year. 

The  libellants  contend  that  if  the  damage  to  the  flour  is 
imputable  to  the  state  of  the  vessel,  whether  produced  by  the 
sweating  of  the  ship  or  the  character  of  the  cargo,  they  are 
exonerated  from  liability ;— on  the  first  supposition,  because 
their  undertaking  does  not  guaranty  against  loss ;  and  on  the 
second,  upon  the  custom  or  usage  of  the  trade,  which  justifies 
this  method  of  stowage ;  and  also  on  both,  by  the  exception 
in  the  bill  of  lading,  of  '<  the  dangers  of  the  seas^^  in  one  copy, 
or  'Hhe  dangers  of  naviffation^^  as  expressed  in  the  other.  It 
is  to  be  remarked  that  this  change  of  phraseolgy  is  not  to  be 
understood  to  indicate  any  difierent  intent  with  the  parties ; 
and  either  mode  of  expression,  standing  without  qualifica- 
tion in  an  instrument  of  thiB  character,  should  be  accepted  as 
equivfdent  to  ^  perils  of  the  sea,"  and  all  are  treated  in  the 
cases  as  convertible  terms.  In  The  Reeside,  (2  Sumn.  568,) 
and  Aymar  v,  Astor,  (6  Caw.  266,)  the  exception  was  of 
"  dangers  of  the  seas^^  and  in  Fairchild  v.  Slocum,  (19  Wend. 
329,)  the  '^ dangers  of  Lake  Ontario  ;^^  and  these  exceptions 
were  regarded  by  the  courts  as  of  the  same  significance  as 
the  common  one  of  perils  of  the  seas.  It  is,  however,  plain 
that  the  exception  is  not  to  be  understood  as  embracing  those 
losses  flowing  from  culpable  or  negligent  stowage  of  cargo, 
(2  Sumn.  568,)  or  other  improper  acts  of  the  master  or  owner, 
which  are  proximate  causes  of  the  loss.  Story  on  Bailm. 
§  512 ;  Abbott  on  Shipp.  384,  385 ;  3  Kent,  300. 
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So,  also,  upon  the  anthorities  referred  to,  the  dampness  or 
sweating  of  the  ship  cannot  properly  be  ranked  in  the  class  of 
perils  of  the  sea.  Tempestuous  and  violent  weather  tends  to 
increase  this  difficulty,  but  does  not  produce  it ;  all  the  testi- 
mony showing  that  it  occurs  in  smooth  and  quiet  voyages, 
when  there  is  no  straining  or  unusual  rolling  or  pitching  of 
the  ship.  Its  causes  are  probably  atmospheric,  but  whether 
ascribable  to  that  source  or  to  others  more  occult,  it  is  attended 
but  imperfectly  with  those  characteristics  which  might  class 
it  with  perils  of  the  sea.  Story  on  Bailm.  §  512 ;  3  Kent^  216, 
217.  It  is  of  ordinary  occurrence,  scarcely  failing  to  exist  in 
any  case  of  navigation  from  New  Orleans  to  northern  ports, 
in  the  cold  seasons  of  the  year.  It  does  not  result  from,  nor 
is  it  accompanied  by,  any  irresistible  force  or  overwhelming 
power,  nor  does  it  take  the  aspect  of  inevitable  accident,  in 
the  sense  of  a  sudden  or  violent  occurrence,  although  it  can- 
not be  guarded  against  by  the  ordinary  exertion  of  human 
skill  and  prudence.  Storp  on  Bailm.  §  512.  It  is  a  quiet, 
secret  exhalation,  generated  from  the  hold  of  the  vessel,  and 
in  no  other  known  way  produced  by  winds  and  waves  and 
navigation  than  that  these  are  the  agents  and  accompaniments 
of  her  transit  out  of  a  warm  into  a  cold  climate. 

But  although  within  the  fair  import  of  the  exception  in  the 
bill  of  lading,  the  master  or  owners  may  not  be  protected  from 
answering  for  such  injury,  I  think  they  are  not,  in  their  capac- 
ity of  carriers  by  wuter,  absolutely  r^ponsible  for  the  injury, 
in  so  far  as  the  damage  is  not  incontestibly  traceable  to  faulty 
stowage ;  because,  if  occurring  otherwise,  or  if  the  testimony 
leaves  it  doubtful  whether  the  damage  was  not  occasioned  as 
well  by  other  causes  as  the  manner  of  stowage,  they  are  enti- 
tled to  the  benefit  of  the  known  custom  or  usage  of  trade  in 
this  respect  as  a  protection  a^nst  liability  for  the  loss. 

The  testimony  in  the  cause  proves  a  uniform  and  well  un- 
derstood usage  in  the  trade  between  New  Orleans  and  New 
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Yorky  that  injuries  teceived  by  goods  from  the  sweating  of  the 
vessel  should  be  borae  by  the  goods  alone. 

ChancellcNr  Kent  says,  what  is  an  excusable  peril  depends 
a  great  deal  upon  usage,  and  the  course  and  practice  of  mer- 
chants ;  and  it  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  settled  by  the  cir- 
cumstances peculiar  to  the  case.  3  Kent^  217  ;  Trott  v.  Wood, 
1  CrolL  443.  Aiid  in  the  case  of  Gordon  v.  Little,  (18  Serg". 
Sf  R.  533,)  a  general  usage  was  admitted  in  evidence  to  les- 
sen the  responsibility  of  carriers. 

In  a  case,  then,  hovering  very  closely  upon  the  verge  of  the 
well-settled  doctrine  which  would  exempt  the  master  from 
liability  because  the  loss  was  incurred  by  a  peril  of  the  seas, 
I  think  there  is  just  propriety,  if  the  particular  instance  merely 
fails  to  fall  within  that  rule,  in  applying  to  it  the  principle 
that  the  usage  of  the  trade  shall  determine  the  question  of 
liability.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  loss  was  ever  claimed, 
in  such  caseS)  of  the  owners  of  the  ship.  It  was,  for  a  period 
of  time,  attempted  to  charge  these  losses  upon  the  under- 
writers of  the  ship,  under  a  special  clause  then  inserted  in 
policies,  and  supposed  to  cover  tiiis  peril.  Since  that  clause 
has  been  excluded,  it  is  in  proof  that  the  uniform  usage  has 
been  to  charge  the  loss  upon  the  goods  as  a  peril  belonging 
to  them,  and  not  covered  by  the  responsibility  of  the  carrier. 
I  shall  adopt  that  as  the  principle  governing  the  question  as 
to  part  of  the  damages  claimed  in  this  case.  That  will  dis- 
charge the  libellants  baoi  the  daim  of  damages  for  the  inju- 
ries to  sixty-nine  of  the  bairels,  there  being  no  evidence  of 
any  injury  to  them  beyond  what  would  probably  be  sustained 
from  the  sweating  or  dampness  usually  occurring  in  ships  on 
such  voyages.  If,  as  is  contended,  the  flour  was  soured  by 
the  steam  arising  from  the  sugar,  that  fact  could  be  shown 
by  its  smell  or  taste,  as  in  such  case  the  flavor  of  the  sugar,  it 
is  proved,  is  imparted  to  the  flour.  There  is  no  proof  that 
this  was  so  affected.  So,  also,  in  respect  to  this  portion  of 
the'  cargo,  the  small  damage  occurring  might  be  with  much 
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reason  ascribed  either  to  causes  inherent  in  the  article,  or  to 
those  engendered  in  its  consecutive  changes  of  climate,  in  the 
transportation  from  the  mills  where  it  was  manufactured  to 
this  market,  although  it  was  apparently  merchantable  and 
sound  when  delivered  to  the  ship.  The  evidence  shows  that 
cargoes  of  flour  thus  circumstanced  are  so  frequently  found 
slightly  deteriorated  when  delivered  here,  as  to  establish  that 
to  be  a  probable  if  not  necessary  concomitant  of  such  course 
of  transportation. 

The  remaining  inquiry  relates  to  the  six  hundred  and  one 
barrels,  and  involves  two  considerations : — 

1.  Whether  the  sugar  and  corn,  or  either,  have  been  direct 
and  active  agents  in  producing  the  damage  sustained  by  the 
flour. 

2.  Whether  it  was  improper  stowage  to  place  the  flour  in 
proximity  with  those  articles,  in  the  manner  in  which  this 
cargo  was  laden,  so  as  to  subject  the  master  to  answer  for  the 
consequences. 

There  is  no  evidence  but' that  the  sugar  casks  were  sound 
and  properly  coopered,  or  that  there  was  any  actual  leakage 
from  them.  I  do  not  rehearse  the  proofs  as  to  the  efiect  of 
stowing  flour  in  a  close  hold  in  connection  with  sugar  and 
com.  Very  many  witnesses  were  examined,  and  the  result 
of  the  testimony  on  this  point  must  be  taken  as  establishing 
that  such  stowage  as  was  made  in  the  lower  hold  of  this  ship 
would  account  for  the  damage  l^ceived  by  the  flour,  and  that 
these  consequences  would  most  probably  foUow  from  it.  The 
stowage,  itself,  was  every  way  proper  in  securing  the  hogs- 
heads, barrels,  and  bags  in  their  places ;  but  the  sugar  and 
corn  exposed  the  hold  to  an  extraordinary  heat  and  dampness 
by  their  exhalations,  which  would  naturally  be  prejudicial  to 
the  flour  exposed  thereto. 

Five  hundred  and  fifty-three  barrels  were  taken  from  the 
lower  hold,  all  in  a  very  bad  state.  These  had  been  placed 
on  hogsheads  of  sugar,  and  rixty  or  eighty  bags  of  corn 
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thrown  in  among  the  barrels,  or  on  them,  and  then  the  h^tch 
between  decks  was  battened  down.  The  rest  of  the  floor 
was  placed  between  decks,  where  cotton  and  corn  were  also 
stowed. 

I  do  not  find  enough  in  the  proof  to  satisfy  my  mind  that 
any  part  of  the  flour  between  decks  was  injured  by  the  evap- 
orations or  fumes  from  the  sugar,  and  think  whatever  damage 
it  sustained  may  be  imputable  to  the  ordinary  sweating  and 
dampness  of  a  sound,  tight  ship  on  such  voyage. 

But  it  appears  to  me  that  the  evidence  very  satisfactorily 
establishes  that  a  moving  cause,  if  not  the  proximate  one,  of 
the  damage  to  the  flour  in  the  lower  hold,  was  the  placing  it 
in  tiers  over  hogsheads  of  sugar,  and  stowing  amongst  and 
over  the  barrels,  bags  of  Indian  oorn.  The  proof  is  direct  and 
full  from  persons  conversant  with  like  shipments,  and  em- 
ployed in  receiving  such  cargoes  from  New  Orleans  and 
storing  them  here,  that  the  common  consequence  of  placing 
sugar  near  flour,  even  in  open  situations,  is  to  impart  a  smell 
and  flavor  to  the  flour,  diminishing  its  value,  and  that  the  man- 
ner in  which  this  cargo  was  stowed,  in  the  lower  hold  of  the 
ship,  would  naturally  tend  to  communicate  a  like  damage. 

The  testimony  of  several  shipmasters  of  large  experience, 
and  also  of  marine  surveyors  and  stevedores,  has  been  given, 
all  concurring  that  for  many  years  past  it  has  been  the  famil- 
iar usage  with  general  ships,  freighted  at  New  Orleans,  to 
lade  cargoes  in  the  manner  done  in  this  case ;  that  the  great 
bulk  of  shipments  at  New  Orleans  for  this  port,  consists  of 
cotton,  sugar,  and  provisions,  including  flour ;  and  that  there 
i&  no  objection  raised  by  shippers,  or  hesitation  on  the  part  of 
stevedores  and  masters,  in  stowing  flour  in  barrels  properly 
dunnaged,  over  hogsheads  of  sugar,  in  any  part  of  the  ship, 
and  that  without  regard  to  the  time  the  sugar  has  been  man- 
ufactured ;  and  that  this  mode  of  lading  cargoes  in  general 
ships  at  that  port  is  notorious  here  and  at  New  Orleans,  to 
persons  concerned  in  forwarding  or  receiving  produce ;  and 
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iheee  witnesses  are  of  opinion  that  such  stowage  does  not  of 
itself  necessarily  cause  injury  to  flour  laden  in  that  manner. 

The  agents  and  shippers  at  New  Orleans,  and  the  respond- 
entsy  are  connected  in  business ;  and  the  bookkeeper  of  the 
respondents  testifies  that  he  wrote  for  them  to  their  agents  in 
New  Orleans  not  to  ship  flour  with  sugar  and  com  on  board. 

Independent  of  the  implied  recognition  of  the  course  of 
business,  this  is  direct  evidence  that  the  claimants  were  aware 
of  the  usage,  and  if  they  intended  to  have  their  goods  carried 
in  any  other  than  the  customary  manner,  it  was  incumbent 
on  them  to  give  the  master  specific  directions. 

A  case  involving  a  similar  principle  was  decided  in  this 
Court,  in  Sabbich  v.  Prince,  {M88.  1840.)  The  agents  of 
the  respondents  shipped  at  Bordeaux,  in  France,  a  quantity 
of  mulberry  trees  on  board  of  the  libellant's  vessel.  The 
agents  knew  the  vessel  was  laden  with  wines,  and  that  the 
trees  would  be  stored  in  the  hold  with  the  wines.  No  notice 
was  given  the  libellant  that  such  stowage  would  be  hazard- 
ous to  the  trees.  On  delivery  at  this  port  they  were  all  found 
to  be  dead ;  and  it  was  contended  by  the  respondents,  on  the 
proofs,  that  the  destruction  of  the  trees  was  occasioned  by  the 
effluvia  and  fumes  generated  in  the  hold  by  leakage  or  exha- 
lation of  the  wines. 

The  decision  of  the  Court  upon  that  branch  of  the  case 
was,  that  the  shipmaster  was  not  liable  for  the  destruction  of 
the  trees  by  that  cause,  for  want  of  notice  or  caution  to  him, 
that  the  claimants  would  charge  him  with  the  risk,  inasmuch 
as  it  appeared  to  be  the  usual  and  customary  method  of  lad- 
ing that  description  of  cargo  at  the  port  of  shipment. 

The  case  of  Faber  v.  The  Ship  Newark,  decided  in  this 
Court  in  February,  1844,  turned  in  some  measure  upon  the 
same  doctrine ;  although  in  that  case  the  additional  particu- 
lar was  determined  by  the  Court,  that  the  loss  was  occasioned 
by  perils  of  the  sea. 
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The  action  there  was  to  recover  damages  to  a  lot  of  tobacco 
shipped  with  oil,  grease  and  lard,  and  stained  by  the  grease 
or  oil  which  had  leaked  from  the  casks.  The  Court  inti- 
mated the  opinion  that  the  ship  was  discharged  from  liability 
by  proving  the  casks  to  have  been  safely  and  properly  stowed 
and  secured  by  dunnage,  and  not  so  placed  in  relation  to  the 
tobacco  as  to  expose  the  latter  to  be  directly  affected  by  the 
drainage  or  leakage  of  the  casks,  if  such  leakage  had  occur- 
red as  an  ordinary  incident  of  transportation. 

So,  also,  I  understand  the  rule  to  be  laid  down  by  Judge 
Story,  in  the  case  of  The  Schooner  Reeside,  2  Sumn.  567. 
He  rejects,  to  be  sure,  the  proof  of  usage  or  custom  in  the 
trade,  throwing,  under  like  circumstances,  the  loss  on  the  own- 
ers of  the  cargo,  but  only  because  it  was  offered  in  contra- 
diction of  and  at  variance  with  the  express  terms  of  the  bill  of 
lading. 

The  libellant,  in  that  case,  shipped  on  board  the  schooner 
several  bales  of  carpeting,  which  were  greatly  injured  on  the 
voyage  by  oil  which  leeiked  from  casks  stowed  contiguously 
to  the  carpeting.  The  libel  alleged  that  the  carpeting  was 
improperly  stowed  near  the  oil  casks.  The  Judge  says,  in  his 
opinion,  <'  It  would  have  been  very  fit  and  proper  to  have 
stowed  the  carpeting  in  a  more  prudent  manner,  in  some  other 
part  of  the  vessel."  But  he  determines  that  "  there  was  no 
bad  stowage  in  the  case." 

The  decision  against  the  vessel  turned  upon  the  fact  that 
the  master  had  taken  the  casks  on  board  in  very  bad  order, 
and  very  improperly  coopered.  1&.  572.  The  manifest  impli- 
cation is,  that  but  for  the  positive  fault  of  neglecting  to  cooper 
the  casks  sufficiently,  the  ship  would  not  have  been  liable  for 
a  damage  which  was  occasioned  by  the  improvident  prox- 
imity of  the  carpeting  to  the  oil  casks,'  and  not  to  perils  of 
the  sea. 

The  question  is  one  of  great  moment  in  relation  to  the  raer- 
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cantile  navigation  of  this  country,  and  viewed  in  connection 
with  the  common-law  doctrine  of  the  responsibility  of  com- 
mon carriers,  is  not  free  from  embarrassment  and  doubt. 

The  stringency  of  the  common  law,  in  respect  to  common 
carriers  on  land,  is  certainly  relaxed  in  many  particulars  of 
importance,  in  its  application  to  ships  and  ship-owners  in  the 
carriage  of  goods  by  water.  Story  on  Bailm.  §§  509, 512, 513. 
If  some  of  the  English  Judges  have  recently  indicated  a  dis- 
position to  fedl  back  upon  the  rigor  of  the  old  doctrine,  and 
enforce  it  against  carriers  by  water,  (Riley  v*  Home,  5  Bingh. 
217,)  and  some  American  authorities  have  echoed  the  senti- 
ment, (21  Wend.  190 ;  2  Story,  17 ;  3  lb.  349,)  and  have 
pushed  it  to  the  extremity  that  the  liability  cannot  be  restrict- 
ed or  qualified  by  notice  of  usage,  (19  Wend.  234,  251 ;  21  lb. 
153,  354 ;  26  lb.  591,)  yet  I  think  it  is  manifest  that  the  grad- 
ual though  slow  advance  in  the  amelioration  of  the  ancient 
dogma  in  respect  to  common  carriers,  tends  to  place  their 
implied  responsibility  on  a  footing,  in  its  essential  features, 
in  harmony  with  that  of  other  parties  performing  undertak- 
ings of  trust  for  a  reward.  2  Ul/VLea/n,  157,  540 ;  2  Pet.  115 ; 
13  lb.  181 ;  2  Brev.  S.  C.  178 ;  16  Vt.  52.  And,  indeed,  it  is 
difficult  to  reconcile  the  anomalous  severity  of  the  liabilities 
imposed  by  law  upon  common  carriers  with  the  rational  obli- 
gations of  a  hiring  or  trust,  except  upon  the  assumption  that 
they  undertake  their  employments  with  full  assent  to  become 
insurers.  If  the  rule  and  measure  of  their  liability  were  now 
to  be  first  introduced  into  our  jurisprudence  it  can  scarcely 
be  expected  that  it  would  be  framed  or  san^oned  upon  the 
implicatioi\^hat  they  were  to  be  dealt  with  as  common  thieves 
and  robbers  ;  yet  that  seems  the  essential  groundwork  of  the 
old  rule. 

No  reason,  very  palpable  to  the  understanding,  exists  for  dis- 
criminating between  the  responsibility  of  a  person  undertak- 
ing to  transport  goods  from  place  to  place,  and  that  of  an- 
other who  is  the  depositary  of  them.     In  the  ordinary  course 
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of  things  there  is  an  equal  opportunity  to  the  depositary  as  to 
tiie  carrier  to  convert  the  goods,  if  such  be  his  disposition,  to 
his  own  use ;  and  the  same  risk  of  having  them  lost  to  the 
owner  through  accident  or  exposure,  involuntarily  on  the  part 
of  the  depositary,  and  without  any  means  of  proving  fault  or 
negligence  against  him.  Yet  warehousemen,  wharfingers, 
&c.,  are  relieved  of  the  operation  of  the  rule  governing  the 
carrier  who  brings  goods  to  or  takes  them  from  his  charge. 
2  Kent,  591,  600,  601,  and  notes. 

In  the  decision  of  thii^  cause,  however,  I  do  not  intend  to 
trench  upon  the  rules  fixing  the  liability  of  carriers,  furtlier 
than  those  rules  may  be  claimed  to  bind  Uiem  as  absolute 
insurers  of  the  goods  transported,  irrespective  of  the  custom 
or  usage  of  the  business  or  trade  j;vith  which  the  transaction 
is  connected,  and  regardless  of  deterioration  or  loss  of  the 
goods  by  inscrutable  natural  agencies,  without  fault  of  the 
carrier. 

I  hold,  in  this  case,  that  the  flour  was  stowed  conformably 
to  the  usage  of  the  trade  in  freighting  in  general  ships,  known 
to  the  respondents ;  that  the  ship  was  sound  and  tight ;  that 
the  shipment  was  delivered  in  apparently  like  condition  to 
that  in  which  it  was  received  on  board,  except  slight  stains 
upon  the  barreb  from  mould  or  damp,  which  are  not  proved 
to  have  afiected  their  contents;  that  the  libellants  are  not 
responsible  for  injuries  received  by  the  flour  in  consequence 
of  the  mere  sweating  of  the  ship,  or  in  consequence  of  exhala- 
tions or  vapors^rising  from  other  parts  of  the  cargo,  which 
was  well  stowin  and  secured.  I  accordingly  pronounce  in 
favor  of  the  libellants  for  the  freight  and  primag%  demanded, 
and  costs  of  suit  to  be  taxed. 

Decree  accordinfcly' 
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The  Cornelius  C.  Yanderbilt. 

Where  a  steamer  and  sailing  vessel  are  approaching  each  other  in  dangerous  prox- 
imity, it  is  not,  in  ordinary  circamstances,  the  dnty  of  the  sailing  vessel  to  give 
way  to  the  steamer ;  but  it  is  her  right  and  her  duty  to  maintain  her  coarse. 

Bnt  if  there  are  special  circamstances  from  which  it  clearly  appears  that  the  sail- 
ing vessel  can  prevent  a  collision  otherwise  inevitable,  by  a  departure  from  her 
course,  she  is  boand  to  make  it 

A  sailing  vessel  on  the  wind,  meeting  or  converging  towards  a  common  point  with 
a  steamer,  has  no  right  to  ^persist  in  her  course  in  such  a  manner  as  to  make  a 
oottision  probable,  or  so  as  to  drive  the  steamboat  into  danger  or  exposure  in 
order  to  avoid  her,  particularly  after  being  hailed  to  change  her  course. 

This  principle  is  especially  applicable  to  sailing  vessels  and  steamers  meeting  in 
the  harbor  of  New  York. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem,  by  Elias  S.  Bloomfield,  owner  of 
the  sloop  Grocers,  against  the  steamboat  Cornelius  C.  Yan- 
derbilt, to  recover  damages  for  a  collision  between  the  two 
vessels. 

The  facts  appear  sufficiently  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

Mr.  Bloomfieldj  for  the  libellant 

SL  B,  Cotoles,  for  the  claimants. 

Bktts,  J.  On  the  afternoon  of  the  25th  of  July  last,  the. 
steamboat  Cornelius  C.  Yanderbilt,  and  the  sloop  Grocers, 
owned  by  the  libellant,  came  into  collision  off  the  Battery,  in 
the  harbor  of  New  York.  The  sloop  sustained  damages,  as  is 
alleged,  to  the  amount  of  about  $400. 

The  collision  occurred  in  the  following  manner : — The 
steamboat  left  Pier  No.  1,  on  the  North  River  side,  at  her 
stated  time,  5  P.  M.,  for  Stonington.  Her  wheel,  as  usual, 
was  put  hard-a-starboard  on  starting,  in  order  to  bring  her 
round  on  a  curve  to  her  true  course,  in  the  shortest  space 
practicable.  The  wind  was  southwest,  blowing  free,  and  the 
tide  flood.  As  the  steamer  was  in  the  act  of  leaving  the 
dock,  and  under  way,  the  sloop  Grocers  was  seen  out  in  the 
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river,  about  a  qu€urter  of  a  mile  distant  The  sloop  was  on 
the  wind,  upon  her  starboard  tack,  heading  southeasterly,  with 
the  wind  free  about  two  or  three  points.  The  sloop  was 
bound  into  the  East  River  and  up  the  Sound. 

In  the  direction  the  two  vessels  were  pursuing,  their  tracks 
would  necessarily  cross,  and  in  such  manner  as  to  render  a 
collision  inevitable.  They  struck  within  a  minute  or  two,  the 
steamer  being  still  on  her  turn,  so  that  the  bows  of  the  two 
vessels  came  together  obliquely  side  by  side ;  as  some  of  the 
witnesses  expressed  it,  they  "  sagged  up  against  each  other.*' 

The  engine  of  the  steamer  had  been  stopped  and  reversed, 
and  the  wheels  were  working  backward  when  the  vessels 
struck. 

When  they  were  several  rods  apart,  the  sloop  was  hailed 
earnestly  from  the  steamer  to  luff^  or  to  put  her  helm  down* 

The  master  of  the  sloop  replied,  "  he  would  be  d d  if  he 

would  do  it" 

The  master  of  the  steamboat  Knickerbocker,  whose  boat 
was  close  alongside  of  the  Vanderbilt,  and  crowded  in  shore 
by  the  latter  boat  in  making  her  turn  or  sweep,  testifies  to  the 
hail  and  reply,  and  says  that  there  was  sufficient  room  be- 
tween the  sloop  and  steamer  for  the  sloop  to  have  luffed  and 
avoided  the  steamer,  and  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  way  to 
prevent  her  so  doing,  or  turning  about  if  necessary.  This 
statement,  as  to  the  ability  of  the  sloop  to  make  either  move- 
ment, is  fully  supported  by  the  'testimony  of  two  passengers 
on  board  of  the  Vanderbilt,— one  of  them  an  experienced 
boatman.  The  position  of  the  sloop  and  other  vessels  in  the 
vicinity  prevented  the  steamer  bearing  up  to  the  starboard. 

Laying  out  of  view  the  evidence  of  the  master  and  two 
pilots  of  the  steamer,  and  that  of  the  master  and  two  hands 
of  the  sloop,  whose  statements  as  to  the  relative  positions  and 
acts  of  the  two  vessels  are  in  direct  conflict,  there  is  opposed 
to  the  testimony  of  the  two  passengers  the  evidence  of  Mid- 
shipman Mulligan,  who  observed  the  transaction  froni  the 
frigate  Cumberland,  at  anchor  a  few  rods  off  from  the  point 
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of  collision.  His  examination  was  taken  by  deposition,  out 
of  court,  and  in  applying  his  statements  to  the  case,  it  must 
be  remarked,  that  upon  the  whole  evidence,  it  is  dear  he  mis- 
apprehended the  facts  in  several  particulars,  or  has  stated 
them  imperfectly.  He  says  that  the  steamer  Empire  State, 
at  the  same  time,  passed  the  sloop  on  her  sl;arboard  side,  and 
also  simultaneously  passed  on  that  side  of  a  French  bark  then 
there ;  that  the  collision  took  place  astern  of  the  Cumberland ; 
that  the  sloop  lowered  her  peak  before  the  collision,  and  could 
not  have  luffed  and  gone  clear  of  the  steamer.  These  are  cir- 
cumstances of  no  great  moment  of  themselves,  but  the  proofs, 
which  show  beyond  question  that  the  witness  was  mistaken 
in  every  one  of  those  particulars,  indicate  that  the  young 
gentleman  was  not  so  clear  and  accurate  an  observer  of  the 
occurrence  as  to  justify  giving  his  version  higher  credit  than 
that  of  Captain  Van  Pelt,  of  the  Knickerbocker,  who  differs 
from  him  in  each  particular,  and  was  so  placed  with  his  boat 
in  relation  to  the  transaction  as  to  have  a  better  opportunity 
to  observe  the  exigency  of  the  situation  of  the  two  vessels, 
and  their  relative  means  to  avoid  it.  Messrs.  Pomeroy  and 
Richmond,  the  passengers  on  board  of  the  Cornelius  Vander- 
bilt, were  also  placed  nearer  the  scene  of  action,'  and  were 
more  concerned  in  noticing  and  marking  what  transpired 
than  Mr.  Mulligan ;  and  all  these  testify  to  his  misconception 
of  those  facts. 

Upon  the  evidence  of  these  three  witnesses,  then,  it  is  satis- 
factorily proved  to  have  been  within  the  power  of  the  schooner 
to  have  avoided  the  collision,  without  hazard  to  herself,  or 
other  inconvenience  than  that  of  luffing,  into  the  wind,  and 
the  few  moments  delay  which  might  arise  from  that  manoeuvre. 

But  it  is  contended  by  the  libellant  that  he  was  not  bound 
to  take  that  step,  or  do  any  thing  other  than  hold  the  course 
upon  the  wind  which  the  sloop  was  under  at  the  time. 

The  Court  has  too  often  stated  and  enforced  the  rule,  to  be 
now  called  upon  to  reason  out  its  obligation  and  utility,  that 
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in  ordinary  circnmstances  the  sailing  vessel  so  placed  is  not 
required  to  give  way  to  a  steamer ;  and  also,  that  it  is  her 
duty  and  right  to  maintain  her  course,  unless  something 
special  in  the  existing  facts  makes  it  plain  that  the  steamer 
cannot  avoid  a  collision,  and  that  the  vessel  under  canvas 
can  prevent  it,  without  endangering  her  own  safety  by  chang- 
ing her  course.  The  Narragansett  and  The  Neptune,  {MS&) 
1846.1 

Then  a  law  higher  than  any  general  maritime  usage  comes 
in  force,  and  requires  every  man  so  to  conduct  his  vessel  as 
to  save  her  and  others  from  the  peril  of  a  collision,  if  he  can 
probably  effect  it.  And  more  especially  will  all  privilege  to  a 
particular  tack  or  course  or  method  of  passing,  not  essential 
to  her  own  safety,  be  withdrawn  from  a  vessel,  when  she  has 
notice  that  adhering  to  it  will  place  another  in  jeopardy.  She 
must  then  contribute  to  the  common  safety  in  such  manner 
as  a  sound  judgment  on  the  facts  and  circumstances  shall 
decide  to  have  been  necessary  and  proper.  Accordingly,  a 
sailing  vessel  on  the  wind,  meeting  or  converging  towards  a 
common  point  with  a  steamer,  has  no  right  to  persist  in  that 
course  as  a  privileged  one,  in  such  manner  as  to  make  a  col- 
lision  probable,  or  to  drive  the  steamboat  into  certain  danger 
to  herself  or  other  vessels  in  order  to  avoid  her.  The  Hope, 
1  W.  Bob.  167. 

In  the  harbor  of  New  York,  crowded  as  it  is  with  craft  of 
all  descriptions,  so  that  but  a  lirfiited  space  is  allowed  for  the 
management  of  large  vessels,  and  where  baffling  eddies  and 
tides  are  to  be  encountered,  it  is  more  necessary  than  on 
broader  pathways,  for  vessels  of  every  class  to  forego  special 
privileges,  and  render  in  their  own  movements  relief  to  the 


1  Siirce  reported,  Olcott,  249 ;  lb.  494.  See,  also,  on  the  relative  rights 
and  diities  of  steamers  and  sailing  vessels  in  respect  to  collisions,  The  New 
Champion,  antCy  202;  The  Bay  State,  ante^  285;  The  Washington  Irving, 
ante,  836. 
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Bavigation  of  others  with  which  there  is  danger  of  being 
brought  in  conflict,  particularly  if  apprised  what  is  necessary 
to  be  done  to  that  end. 

The  case  in  question  affords  an  illustration  of  the  neces- 
sity and  application  of  this  principle. 

Three  steamers  of  the  largest  class  left  adjacent  piers  at 
the  head  of  the  Battery,  at  precisely  five  o'clock  each  after- 
noon, to  make  their  passages  up  the  Sound.  The  time  and 
manner  of  their  departure  was  notorious  to  everybody  sailing 
in  the  harbor.  It  is  also  well  known  that  they  come  out  of 
these  berths,  heading  directly  west,  and  must  describe  a  com- 
plete circle  amongst  the  shipping  in  the  harbor  in  making  a 
distance  only  the  length  of  the  Battery,  in  order  to  get  their 
course  east  into  the  mouth  of  the  river.  Whilst  moving  over 
that  curve,  their  means  of  ready  self-control  are  considerably 
diminished ;  that  is,  they  cannot  sheer  quickly  to  starboard, 
and  generally  can  only  sheer  to  larboard  or  stop  and  back. 
They  are,  undoubtedly,  bound  to  use  every  reasonable  fore- 
,  sight  and  precaution  while  coming  into  and  working  out  of 
this  practically  crippled  state.  They  must  exercise  a  watch- 
ful attention,  place  competent  and  sufficient  help  at  every 
post  on  board,  and  proceed  so  slowly  as  to  secure  the  most 
immediate  command  of  their  movements  which  is  practicable. 
Being  prepared  with  and  ready  to  use  these  precautions,  these 
steamers  cannot  be  compelled  to  lie  in  their  dock  till  the  har- 
bor is  clear  of  every  object  that  might  fall  in  their  way.  They 
are  entitled  to  claim  |be  cooperation  of  other  vessels,  when 
hazard  of  collision  occurs,  to  take  measures  on  their  part  to 
prevent  it ;  and  the  vessel  which  shall  refuse  to  yield  such  aid 
when  conscious  of  its  necessity,  and  hold  doggedly  to  a  sup- 
posed right  to  throw  the  whole  risk  upon  the  steamer  must, 
in  case  of  accident  and  injury  so  caused  to  her,  expect  but 
slender  sympathy  in  her  appeal  to  the  equity  of  courts  of  jus- 
tice for  recompense. 

I  hold  in  this  case,  that  it  was  a  fault  in  the  sloop  not  to 
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have  luffed  up  into  the  wind,  when  so  urgently  called  to  do  it 
from  the  steamer,  and  where  the  necessity  for  her  to  do  so 
was  so  strongly  probable.  The  decided  weight  of  evidence 
is  that  she  could  have  complied  without  detriment  or  expo- 
sure to  herself,  and  thus  have  opened  a  safe  passage  for  the 
steamer. 

The  master  of  the  sloop  .testifies,  that  when  hailed  to  put 
his  helm  down,  he  answered,  "  G— d  d — n  you,  stop  the 
steamboat ; "  and  it  is  evident  that  he  was  influenced  by  the 
persuasion  that  the  steamer  had  taken  all  the  resppnsibility 
of  the  hazard  in  which  the  two  vessels  were  placed,  and  had 
no  right  to  daim  his  aid. 

I  do  not  deem  of  great  account  the  minute  estimates  of 
yards  or  rods,  or  moments  of  time,  given  by  the  various  wit- 
nesses in  respect  to  the  transaction,  nor  whether  the  collision 
occurred  more  or  less  fathoms  from  the  frigate  Cumberland. 

The  essential  facts  are  substantially  agreed  to  by  the  wit- 
nesses, and  the  opinions  of  those  on  board  of  the  sloop,  and 
of  Midshipman  Mulligan,  that  her  conduct  was  unexception- 
able, and  that  of  the  steamer  faulty,  are  overbalanced,  in  my 
judgment,  by  the  clear  proofs  in  the  case. 

I  shall  accordingly  order  that  the  libel  be  dismissed,  but 
without  costs.  I  do  not  accede  to  the  impressions  of  one  of 
the  witnesses  that  the  master  of  the  sloop  intended  to  run  her 
against  the  light  works  of  the  steamer.  I  am  satisfied  he 
acted  upon  the  belief  that  he  was  entitled  to  hold  his  course, 
and  that  the  steamer,  if  she  approad^ed  him  or  crossed  his 
path,  must  do  so  whoUy  at  her  own  peftL 

In  that  he  committed  an  error,  which  undoubtedly  rendered 
the  collision  unavoidable  by  the  steamer,  and  he  cannot  there- 
fore recover  damages  for  the  injury  thus  brought  upon  her- 
self, although  he  may  have  acted  with  no  purpose  or  wish  to 
prejudice  the  steamer. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  steamer  could  have  stopped  her 
way  on  coming  out  of  the  slip  and  discerning  the  sloop,  be- 
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fore  becoming  BnrrouDded  by  other  vessels,  and  thus  losing 
the  power  to  extricate  herself,  and  she  thns  might  have  gone 
ahead  without  interference  with  the  sloop.  She  was  excus- 
able in  proceeding  and  relying  upon  the  concurrence  of  the 
sloop,  if  it  should  become  necessajy,  to  help  in  opening  a 
way  for  both ;  but  the  disregard  of  that  confidenoe,  and  the 
indisposition  of  the  master  of  the  sloop  to  do  what  was  rea- 
sonable and  proper  on  his  part,  does  not  impose  an  obligation 
upon  him  to  fulfil  it  so  as  to  lay  a  foundation  for  a  demand 
by  the  claimant  for  costs  against  him  therefor.  There  was 
some  risk  in  running  the  steamer  into  the  bay  when  a  sailing  ^ 
▼essel  was  approaching  her  necessary  course,  in  such  manner 
that  it  might  not  be  in  her  power,  by  her  own  exertions,  to 
avoid  becoming  embarrassed  by  her,  and  that  degree  of  im- 
prudence, although  not  culpable,  takes  away  the  equity  of  a 
claim  to  costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Lamb  v.  Briard. 

The  certificate  of  a  eonsal  of  the  United  States  in  a  foreign  port,  (under  the  act  of 
July,  1840,)  that  the  discharge  of  a  seaman  was  granted  upon  the  seaman's  con- 
sent, is  conclnsiTe  upon  that  fact,  unless  it  is  shown  that  the  conduct  of  the  con- 
sal  was  corrupt  or  fraud  alcnt. 

'  This  was  a  libel  inpenonam^  filed  by  James  Lamb  against 
William  A.  Briard,  master  of  the  ship  Far  West,  to  recover 
wages. 

The  libel  stated  that  the  respondent  shipped  the  libellant, 
as  steward,  on  board  the  Far  West,  in  February,  1848,  at 
New  Orleans,  for  a  voyage  to  Europe  and  thence  back  to 
some  port  in  the  United  States,  at  $20  per  month ;  that 
shipping  articles  were  signed ;  that  libellant  entered  upon  the 
service  of  the  ship,  February  10,  1848,  about  which  time  she 
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sailed  for  Europe ;  that  on  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  Havre, 
the  mate  sent  the  libellant  on  shore  to  prison,  and  on  his  re- 
lease from  prison  the  master,  having  hired  a  new  steward, 
refused  to  permit  him  to  return  to  his  duty  on  board  ship ; 
that  libellant  applied  to  the  American  consul  for  redress,  and 
being  informed  by  the  consul  that  the  master  was  very  vin- 
dictive against  him,  he  quitted  the  ship,  which  soon  after 
sailed,  leaving  him  at  Havre,  where  he  was  detained,  at  his 
own  expense,  three  weeks.  The  libel  claimed  to  recover  wages 
for  the  entire  voyage,  and  the  expenses  incurred  by  him  at 
Havre,  amounting  in  all  to  $51.35. 

The  answer  stated  that  on  the  outward  voyage,  and  while 
the  ship  was  in  port  at  Havre,  the  libellant  was  disobedient, 
interfering  at  the  last  in  a  turbulent  manner  to  prevent  the 
discipline  of  the  ship  from  being  carried  on ;  that  he  was,  on 
account  of  this  conduct,  put  in  prison  ;  that  the  respondent 
immediately  thereupon  laid  the  case  before  the  American  con- 
sul, who  took  the  case  wholly  into  his  hands,  caused  the  libel- 
lant and  other  disobedient  members  of  the  crew  to  be  brou^t 
before  him,  and  reprimanded  them  and  ordered  them  to  return 
to  their  duty ;  that  they  all  did  return,  except  the  libellant,  who 
requested  his  discharge  ;  that  the  respondent  consented  to  his 
being  discharged,  and  that  the  consul  certified  the  libellant^s 
discharge  on  the  shipping  articles,  paid  him  his  wages,  com- 
puted at  $20.86,  and  took  his  receipt  for  that  sum  in  fulL 

The  shipping  articles,  the  receipt  given  by  the  libeUant,  and 
the  certificate  of  discheurge,  were  produced  and  duly  proved 
upon  the  hearing. 

Alanson  Nash^  for  the  libellant 

F.  S.  Stalknechty  for  the  respondent. 

I.  The  consul  had  full  power  to  discharge  libellant  in  Havre. 
The  act  of  1840,  (ch.  48,  §§  5  and  6,)  gives  discretionary 
power  to  consuls  to  discharge  a  mariner  at  a  foreign  port, 
upon  the  application  of  master  and  mariner. 

IL  All  the  requirements  of  the  act  were  complied  with  by 
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the  consul.  The  consul,  Jones,  and  the  second  mate  testify 
that  libellant  requesteo  to  be  discharged.  It  is  also  admitted 
that  respondent  subsequently  united  in  the  request,  assigning 
as  reasons  therefor  that  Lamb  was  incompetent,  insolent,  and 
disobedient.  The  proper  entry  was  als6  made  upon  the  list 
of  tiie  crew  and  the  shipping  articles. 

IIL  The  discharge  was,  therefore,  primd  facie  right  and 
proper.  But  it  will  be  sought  to  set  it  aside  on  the  ground 
that  Lamb  was  coerced  to  ask  for  his  discharge  by  being  im- 
prisoned, and  by  a  threat  to  bring  him  home  in  irons.  Doubt- 
less he  was  induced  by  these  considerations  to  wish  to  leave 
the  ship ;  but  if  the  imprisonment  was  proper,  and  caused  by 
his  disobedient  and  mutinous  conduct,  and  his  discharge  weis 
necessary  to  preserve  the  discipline  and  safety  of  the  ship,  this 
Court  will  uphold  it.  ^'  Discharges  given  with  due  delibera- 
tion and  full  explanation  of  circumstances,  should  not  be  set 
aside  on  light  grounds."  Thorne  v.  White,  1  Pet.  Adm.  JR. 
178.  Final  discharges  and  compromises,  on  due  considera- 
tion, should  be  upheld.  Per  Peters,  J.,  in  Harden  v.  Gordon, 
2  Mcbson^  561.  The  cases  ail  concede  that  the  right  to  im- 
prison exists  though  there  must  be  sufficient  cause.  Abbott 
on  Shipp.  179.  In  The  United  States  v,  Ruggles,  (5  Mcuony 
192,)  it  was  decided  that  in  case  of  mutiny  the  right  to  im- 
prison exists. 

IV.  A  review  of  the  facts  in  this  case  shows  that  the  im- 
prisonment of  the  libellant  was  not  only  justifiable,  but  neces- 
sary. 

V.  As  to  the  libellanfs  claim  for  his  expenses  in  Havre, 
there  is  no  proof  of  the  time  be  was  there,  or  of  the  amount 
of  his  expenses.  The  presumption  is  that  he  shipped  on 
board  of  another  vessel,  as  he  assured  the  consul  he  could 
easily  obtain  another  ship.  ^ 

VL  A  distinction  is  also  made  in  the  books  between  the 
power  to  discharge  a  seaman  and  a  steward.  In  the  case 
of  Black  V.   The   Ship  Louisiana,  (1  Pet.  Adm.  R.  268,) 
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it  ^was  decided  that  if  a  steward  is  found  to  be  incompe- 
tent, the  master  can  discharge  him.  It  is  in  evidence  that 
Lamb  was  not  only  insolent  and  disobedient,  but  also  tivcom- 
petent  to  discharge  his  duties  as  steward. 

VIL  Further,  the* general  principle  of  maritime  law  is, 
that  a  seaman  may  forfeit  his  wages  by  gross  offences.  Lamb 
certainly  was  guilty  of  gross  offences,  such  as  constitute  a 
forfeiture. 

Betts,  J.  The  suit  is  obviously  an  experimental  one,  seek- 
ing to  establish  a  right  to  wages  upon  the  testimony  of  two 
shipmates,  against  the  official  acfs  of  the  United  States  con- 
sul at  Havre,  certifying  the  discharge  of  the  libellant  to  have 
been  by  mutual  consent  on  his  part,  and  on  that  of  the  mas- 
ter of  the  ship,  and  with  the  approval  of  the  consul. 

Previous  to  the  act  of  1840,  a  seaman  who  deliberately  and 
voluntarily  took  his  discharge  from  a  vessel  in  the  course  of 
the  voyage,  lost  all  claim  to  a  continuance  of  wages,  and  the 
courts  were  disposed  to  countenance  such  discharges  when 
it  appeared  that  there  were  reasonable  grounds  for  them.  Har- 
den V.  Gordon,  2  Mason^  561 ;  Thome  v.  White,  1  Pet  Adm. 
JR.  178.  The  act  of  February  28, 1803,  however,  in  cases  of 
discharge  of  seamen  abroad,  by  mutual  consent,  compelled 
the  master  to  pay  the  consul  at  the  port  three  months'  wages, 
as  an  indemnity  to  the  United  States  against  the  support  of 
the  seaman  and  his  passage  home.  The  act  of  July  20, 1840, 
(§  1,  arts.  5  and  6,)  conferred  upon  the  United  States  consuls 
power  to  discharge  absolutely  mariners  from  vessels,  on  the 
joint  application  of  both  the  master  and  the  men,  without 
requiring  payment  of  three  months'  wages,  when,  in  the  judg* 
ment  of  the  consuls,  it  was  expedient ;  or  the  consuls  were 
authorized  to  in^ose  such  tenns  for  the  indemnity  of  the 
United  States,  as  they  might  deem  proper. 

The  evidence  is  full  to  show  that  in  this  case  the  consul 
personally  examined  into  the  matter.     He  had  the  master 
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with  the  libellant  and  others  of  the  crew  before  him,  and  de- 
cided  that  the  libeUat&t  might  be  discharged.  This  was 
accordingly  done — ^both  his  own  consent  and  that  of  the  mas- 
ter being  also  given.  A  certificate  of  the  fact  that  the  libel- 
lant was  discharged  by  his  own  consent  is  entered  upon  the 
articles  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  consul,  who,  more- 
over, gives  his  testimony  on  deposition  to  the  same  effect. 
It  is  farther  proved,  by  the  assistant  of  the  consul,  that  the 
respondent  paid  into  the  consulate  $20.86,  the  balance  of 
wages  due  the  libellant,  and  that  the  libellant  received  the 
money  and  signed  a  receipt  therefor,  therein  stating,  also, 
that  he  had  been  discharged  at  his  own  request,  and  with 
his  free  will,  and  that  the  sum  paid  was  in  full  of  the  wages 
due  him,  and  of  all  demands  against  the  ship. 

This  receipt  is  annexed  to  the  commission,  and  is  authen- 
ticated by  the  consular  seal,  and  proved  by  the  deposition  of 
the  assistant 

This  is  evidence  of  the  most  satisfactory  character,  that  the 
rights  of  the  seaman  were  duly  cared  for  and  protected,  and 
it  relieves  the  Court  from  all  those  doubts  which  not  unfre- 
quently  hang  over  the  propriety  of  discharges  abroad,  granted 
at  the  instance  of  mariners  alone. 

Manifestly,  Congress  had  in  view  the  importance  of  placing 
over  the  conduct  of  masters  and  sailors  the  supervision  of  a 
public  functionary,. who  should  control  these  matters  in  sub- 
ordination to  the  interest  of  the  mariner  and  of  the  United 
States.  This  was  also  regarded  as  a  sufficient  check  to  im- 
provident discharges,  without  the  penalty  of  three  months' 
wages  being  imposed.  The  actions  of  consuls  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  are,  therefore,  if  not  absolutely  conclu* 
sive  as  to  the  facts  that  the  discharge  was  by  the  consent  and 
free  will  of  the  mariner  and  to  his  benefit,  at  least  of  force  to 
overbalance  the  mere  assertions  and  opinions  of  shipmates 
and  other  bystanders,  however  numerous  they  may  be.     In- 
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deed,  it  is  doubtfid  whether  evidence  could  be  received  on  the 
part  of  the  libeUaat,  impeaching  the  validity  of  the  certificate 
and  official  act  of  the  consul,  unless  it  amounted  to  proof  of 
fraud  or  plain  dereliction  of  duty  on  his  part^ 

It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  question  which  was  raised 
by  the  counsel,  upon  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  sea* 
man  was  induced  to  consent  to  his  discharge  by  the  threat  of 
the  master  and  consul  that  he  should  be  brought  home  in 
irons — ^viz.,  whether  the  application  of  a  sailor  for  a  discharge 
under  the  apprehension  that  he  was  to  be  subjected  to  an- 
prisonment  and  hard  usage  on  shipboard,  when  innocent  of 
any  offence,  might  be  regarded  as  negativing  his  free  consent 
to  the  discharge.  For  in  my  opinion,  there  is  primd  facie  evi- 
dence in  this  case  sufficient  to  justify  the  master  in  confining 
the  libellant  and  bringing  him  home  as  a  mutinous  and  insub- 
ordinate  seaman.  And,  furthermore,  in  my  judgment,  the 
decision  of  the  consul,  rendered  upon  an  inquiry  made  on  the 
i^pot  into  the  allegations  on  both  sides,  and  in  presence  of  the 
parties,  must,  in  a  fair  interpretation  of  the  act  of  Congress, 
be  regarded  as  final  in  this  particular,  unless  the  conduct  of 
ihe  consul  be  shown  to  have  been  corrupt  or  fraudulent 

The  mischiefs  of  the  old  system  w^e,  that  men  were  often 
compelled  by  the  severe  conduct  of  the  master,  or  seduced  by 
his  connivance,  to  abandon  the  vessel  abroad,  to  the  great 
injury  and  oppression  of  the  seamen  themselves,  and  under 
circumstances  tending  to  deprive  the  United  States  of  their 
after  services ;  and  also  that  seamen  were  often  kept  on 
board  in  violation  of  their  shipping  contracts.  The  act  of 
1840  interposed  the  official  supervision  of  consols  in  the  mat- 
ter,  referring  it  to  them  to  determine  when  a  seaman  might 
be  released  from  the  vessel,  on  the  mutual  consent  of  himself 


1  In  respect  to  the  requisites  of  a  valid  consular  discharge  and  certificate, 
see  The  Atlantic,  decided  February,  184 D,  and  reported  post,  in  order  of 
date. 
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aud  the  master,  and  in  what  cases  he  might  be  entitled  to  a 
discharge  because  of  the  violation  of  the  shipping  contract  on 
the  part  of  the  master. 

The  statute  has  provided  no  m^ans  of  reviewing  the  deter- 
mination of  consuls  in  these  matters,  either  on  behalf  of  sea- 
men or  of  masters,  and  accordingly  they  must  be  considered 
final,  unless  given -under  circumstances  rendering  them  void 
tfi  ioto, 

I  hold,  in  the  present  case,  that  there  is  no  foundation  for 
the  action,  and  that  the  libel  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Smith  v.  Miln. 

Where  a  warrant  of  arrest,  althongh  containing  a  foreign  attachment  clause,  glyes 
no  direction  to  bring  the  garnishee  before  the  Court,  nor  any  citation  to  him  to 
answer  the  libel,  a  default  ente^  against  him  for  non-appearance  on  the  return 
of  the  process  is  irregular. 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  attachment  is  to  effect  the  appearance  of  the  defendant 
in  the  action,  and  not  that  of  the  garnishee. 

The  practice  of  C!ourt8  of  Admiralty  in  respect  to  the  process  of  foreign  attach- 
ments—defined. 

In  order  to  authorize  proceedings  in  a  suit  prosecuted  in  a  Court  of  Admiralty  by 
foreign  attachment,  to  be  carried  on  against  the  garnishee  personally,  it  is  neces- 
sary that  the  warrant  or  process  served  upon  him  should  contain  a  summons  or 
notice,  warning  him  of  the  claim  in  suit,  and  citing  him  to  appear  and  answer. 

This  was  a  motion,  made  on  behalf  of  a  party  against 
whom,  as  garnishee,  proceedings  in  a  suit  were  being  prose- 
cuted, to  set  aside  the  proceedings  in  relation  to  him,  for 
irregularity. 

The  facts  on  which  the  motion  was  based  appear  fully  in 
the  opinion* 

Burr  4*  Benedict^  for  the  motion. 

Alansan  Nash^  opposed. 
VOL.  I.  32 
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Bbtt8,  J.  The  following  facts  are  -presented  upon  affir 
davits  and  the  files  of  Oourt,  as  the  foundation  of  the  motioa 
and  of  the  opposition  to  it : — 

A  libel  was  filed  in  this  Court  on  the  3d  day  of  September 
last,  by  the  present  libellant  against  one  Montgomeryi  master 
of  the  brig  Maigaret,  for  the  recovery  of  wages.  The  libel 
charged  that  George  Miln,  in  whose  behalf  the  present  motioa 
is  made,  had  in  his  hands  fireight  moneys  out  of  which  tha 
libellant  was  entitled  to  rec^ve  hb  wages  for  the  voyage 
named  in  the  libel,  and  that  he  also  held  other  moneys  belong 
ing  to  the  master  and  owner  of  the  brig,  by  whom  the  wagea 
demanded  in  the  suit  were  owed  to  the  libellant.  It  prayed 
process  of  arrest  against  the  master  of  the  vessel,  and  that  he 
might  be  cited  to  appear  and  answer ;  and  that,  if  he  couU 
not  be  found,  that  the  property  before  mentioned  might  be 
attached  to  satisfy  the  libel,  and  that  Greorge  Mila  himaelf 
might  be  compelled  to  answer  the  inteirogatories  annexed 
thereto. 

A  warrant  was  issued  against  Montgomery  on  the  second 
of  September,  and  the  return  upon  it  by  the  marshal  being 
^not  found,"  an  cUias  was  sued  out  upon  the  fifth,  for  the  ar« 
rest  of  Montgomery,  accompanied  with  a  mandate  that,  if  be 
could  not  be  found,  the  marshal  should  attach  his  credite  and 
effects  in  the  hands  of  Oeorge  Miln,  as  garnishee. 

The  return  of  the  marshal  to  this  writ,  filed  September  lltbf 
was  again  that  respondent  was  ^*  not  found,''  and  that  a  copy 
of  the  process  had  been  served  on  Ge^^  Miln  as  gamishee^ 
pearsonally. 

No  one  appearing  upon  the  return  of  the  process,  the  proe^ 
tor  for  the  libellant  caused  a  default  to  be  entered  against  the 
garnishee,  with  an  order  of  reference  to  a  commissionei^  to 
ascertain  and  report  the  amount  of  wages  due  to  the  lihel* 
lant. 

The  report  of  the  commissioner  was  filed  on  the  19th  of 
September,  finding  the  sum  of  $38.16  wages  to  be  due  to  the 
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libellant ;  and  on  the  same  day  an  Ofder  was  entered  conflxm- 
Hig  that  report,  witli  the  addition  that,  '^  on  motion  of  the 
libellant,  it  is  ordered  that  the  libellant  recover  in  this  aotion^ 
against  the  credits  and  effects  of  the  respondent  in  the  hands 
of  George  Miln,  the  garnishee,  the  amount  reported  due^ 
together  with  his  costs  to  be  taxed ;  and  that  the  libellant 
l^ve  his  execution  against  the  said  credits  and  effects  in  the 
bands  of  the  said  George  Mlin,  to  satisfy  this  decree;" 

The  decree  having  been  perfected,  the  libellant  took  out 
process  of  execution,  returnable  on  the  third  Tuesday  of 
October.  It  recited  the  libel,  and  that  such  proceedings  were 
had  thereupon,  that  by  the  judgment  and  decree  of  the  Ck>urt 
in  the  cause,  entered  on  the  19th  of  September,  the  said 
George  Miln  was  required  to  pay  to  the  libellant  the  sum  of 
(d8.16j  besides  costs  to  be  taxed,  and  that  the  costs  had  beea 
taxed  at  $94.49,  as  by  the  files  of  the  Court  fully  appeared ; 
and  it  commcmded  that  out  of  the  goods  aiid  chattels  of  the 
said  George  Miln,  in  his  district,  the  marshal  cause  to  be 
made  $72.59 ;  and  it  further  commanded,  that  if  for  .want  of 
gioods  and  chattels,  lands  and  tenements  of  said  garnishee,  he 
(the  marshal)  oould  not  make  that  sum,  he  should  tiien  arrest 
the  body  of  the  said  garnishee^  and  hold  Mm  safely  to  answer 
said  decree. 

The  marshal  having  proceeded  to  levy  the  execution  on  the 
pfroperty  of  the  garnishee,  an  order  was  granted,  at  his  in- 
stance, by  the  Court,  staying  all  proceedings  in  the  cause; 
aind  on  ibat  order,  and  on  the  preceding  faults,  a  motion  is 
now  made  by  the  advocate  of  the  garnishee  that  aU  the  pro* 
eeedings  in  relation  to  him  be  set  aside  for  irregularity,  and 
with  oosts. 

All  the  steps  in  the  cause  were  taken  sub  silefUio  on  the 
piBkrt  of  the  libellant,  without  the  consideration  or  sanction  of 
the  Court ;  and  the  orders  entered  and  the  processes  sued  out 
^€1^  accordingly  at  his  peril;  no  other  acts  being  done  in 
Court,  than  to  caU  the  party  and  take  the  common  curders  of 
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course  upon  his  non-appearance,  and  to  move  a  confirmatioin 
of  the  commissioner's  report.  The  consequences  to  the  libe- 
lant must  be  the  same  if  the  steps  taken  in  Court  were  irreg- 
ular and  unauthorized,  although  his  proctor,  on  an  ex  p^ofU 
motion,  obtained  the  assent  of  the  Court  to  a  formal  de£aujt^ 
because  the  terms  of  the  order  thereon  are  not  pireecribed  ^ 
exhibited  to  the  Court.  They  are  almost  invaziahly  drawn 
up  and  entered  on  the  minuteS|  as  of  course,  by  the  clerk.  If 
they  axe  found  improvidejit  or  contrary  to  the  course  of  prac- 
tice, the  aggrieved  party  may  come  in  and  have  them  sum* 
marily  vacated  for  irregularity.  This  principle  pervades  the 
practice  of  courts  of  every  denomination. 

The  exhibit  of  the  papers  and  minutes  of  Court  demon- 
strates  the  entire  irregularity  of  the  libellant  in  obtaining 
execution  against  the  property  and  person  of  the  garnished 
There  is  no  legal  foundation  laid  for  process  of  that  oharaio* 
ter  in  any  antecedent  proceeding  in  the  cause.  No  judgment 
was  obtained  or  asked  against  the  respondent,  aod  aceor4* 
ingly  there  was  no  decree  determining  the  right  of  the  UbeUaat 
to  the  wages  or  money  demanded  by  the  libd. 

The  libel  only  prays  the  attachment  of  Montgomery's 
effects  in  the  garnishee's  hands.  It  does  not  make  the  garr 
nishee  a  party  to  the  suit,  or  demand  his  arrest  or  citation ; 
the  prayer  merely  asking  Ihat  he  may  answer  inteirog^todes^ 
annexed  to  the  libel,  in  no  way  connects  him  with  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  action. 

The  warrant  of  arrest,  with  a  foreign  attachment  cUusfe^ 
gave  no  direction  to  bring  the  garnishee  into  Court  by  moin« 
tion  or  capias;  and  accordingly  furnished  no  aothcHnty  ftnr- 
entering  an  order  against  him  for  contumacy  or  default,  in 
not  appearing  upon  its  return.  He  was  not  brought  withm 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  over  the  cause  in  such  mannec 
as  entitled  the  libellant  to  a  decree  touching  his  property  or 
person.  If  he  held  funds  belonging  to  tbe  respondent,  th^ 
could  not  be  rightfully  exacted  from  him,  except  upo^  the 
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footing  and  by  virtue  of  an  existing  debt  against  the  respon- 
dent, duly  ascertained  and  established. 

The  order  or  decree  entered  on  confirming  the  commis- 
sioner's report  was  evidently  awarded  on  the  assumption  that 
the  respondent  was  duly  in  Court,  and  adjudged  indebted  to 
ttie  Ubellant,  and  it  brought  back  the  proceedings  to  their 
legitimate  restriction,  in  directing  that  execution  should  go 
against  his  credits  and  efiects  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee. 

The  writ  of  execution  taken  thereupon  was  an  entire  de- 
parture from  the  decree,  in  subjecting  the  individual  property 
and  the  person,  also,  of  the  garnishee,  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  debt  • 

The  irregularity  of  this  step  is  most  gross  and  palpable. 
The  antecedent  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  libellant  in 
Court  furnish  him  with  no  color  of  authority  for  issuing  final 
process  of  this  stringency,  or  indeed  for  any  final  process 
against  the  geurnishee.  He  might,  with  equal  right,  have  put 
the^./a.  and  ca.  $a.  into  the  hands  of  the  marshal  in  the  first 
instance,  and  without  filing  a  libel  or  obtaining  an  interlocu- 
tory order  or  decree  in  the  cause ;  because  all  those  proceejd- 
ings  had  relation  to  Montgomery,  the  respondent,  alone,  and 
none  of  them  in  terms  or  spirit  embraced  the  garnishee. 

These  considerations  render  it  imperative  upon  the  Court 
to  set  aside  the  execution  in  toto,  with  costs  to  the  garnishee. 

Upon  the  argument,  however,  it  was  sought  by  the  libel- 
lant to  maintain  the  correctness  and  necessity  of  the  practice 
adopted,  as  the  only  method  by  which  it  was  practicable  to 
ghre  parties  the  benefit  of  a  foreign  attachment  It  vms 
urged  that  the  notification  of  the  existence  of  such  warrant  to 
the  holder  of  the  debtor's  property  was  su£Scient  to  compel 
Um  to  come  into  Court  and  surrender  the  property,  or  be 
held  to  admit,  impliedly,  that  it  was  in  his  hands,  and  that  it 
was  adequate  to  satisfy  the  libellant's  demand ;  and  thus  to 
novate  him  as  debtor  for  the  amount 

Although  the  remedy  of  foreign  attachment  is  frequentiy 

32* 
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resorted  to  in  Admiralty  Coiirts,  ibere  does  not  seem  to  be  a 
very  definite  or  uniform  understanding  with  the  professicm  in 
respect  to  the  relation  between  the  garnishee  and  the  prose- 
outing  party,  or  the  method  by  which  the  assets  of  the  debtor 
in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee  are  to  be  brought  under  the 
authority  of  the  Ck>urt.  It  may,  therefore,  be  useful  to  in- 
quire into  the  conrect  and  feasible  course  in  respect  to  these 
proceedings. 

The  jurisprudence  of  civilized  communities  seems  studious 
to  furnish  means  for  rendering  the  effects  of  debtors  liable  to 
the  claims  of  their  creditors ;  and  probably  no  other  tribunals 
than  courts  of  common  law  have  fotond  themselves  incapaci- 
tated to  effectuate  that  end  by  their  inherent  powers,  without 
having  first  brought  the  debtor  personally  under  their  author- 
ity. What,  then,  in  the  English  common  law  is  an  excep- 
tional rule,  limited  in  its  operation  to  two  small  districts,  is, 
in  other  systems,  a  common  and  pervading  principle. 

The  proceeding  by  way  of  foreign  attachment  is  one  of  the 
most  familiar  and  effective  instrumentalities  supplied  the  judi- 
cial authority  to  that  end.  In  England  it  is  recognized  in  the 
local  customs  of  London  and  Exeter  only,  but  is  estaUished 
on  a  broader  foundation  in  the  polity  and  {Hractioe  of  the  judica- 
tories of  the  Continent,  Scotland,  and  the  United  States.  In 
these  countries  its  force  and  utility  is  grounded  in  the  high  pxiD- 
ciple  that  personal  obligations  may  be  enforced  by  justice  by 
preliminary  and  direct  action  on  property,  both  for  the  purpose 
of  compelling  an  appearance  of  the  debtor,  and  his  submis- 
sion to  the  mandate  of  the  courts,  and  also  by  the  sequestra- 
tion or  transfer  of  such  property  to  the  benefit  of  those  to 
whom  it  rightfully  belongs,  without  other  action  against  9 
coercion  over  the  person  of  the  debtor* 

The  scope  and  efficiency  of  this  important  remedy,  and  the 
method  of  its  applioation,  is  instructively  pcMuted  out  in  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Maaxo 
V.  Almeida,  10  Wheat.  473.    It  is  a  wdl^tabliahed  braoch 
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of  Admirally  processes,  not  derived  from  the  customs  of  Lon- 
don, bat  embodied  in  the  Admiralty  jorisdiction,  in  common 
with  other  essential  el^tuents  of  its  powers.  That  case  also 
supplies  rules  sufficiently  explicit  and  fuU  to  direct  the  use 
and  appUcation  of  this  particular  power. 

The  proper  object  for  the  iibellant  to  seek  in  this  case,  by 
means  of  a  foreign  attachment,  was  to  compel  the  appearance 
of  Montgomery,  the  respondent,  to  the  suit  instituted  against 
bim«  He  could  not  be  reached  by  capias  or  summons,  and 
at  common  law  the  libdUant  would  be  remediless  against  him 
except  by  the  complicated  and  dilatory  proceeding  to  out- 
lawry.   3  BlacksU  Comm.  284. 

The  writ  of  foreiga  attachment  would  have  accomplished 
tins  purpose,  expeditiously  and  with  facility,  if  properly 
firamed  and  conducted.  In  actions  in  personam  in  this  Court, 
9k  foreign  aUachment  is  never  employed  as  an  original  or  inde- 
pendent process.  It  is  auxiliary  to  a  capias  or  monition  to 
the  debtor,  and  subserves  only  the  end  which  an  arrest  or 
appearance  of  the  defendant  by  stipulation  answered.  Bettys 
Adm.  Pr.  30.  It  may  be  directed  against  goods  and  chattels, 
or  rights  and  credits  of  the  debtor,  and  be  carried  into  opera- 
tion by  actual  arrest  of  goods,  when  they  can  be  found,  or  by 
notice  of  the  object  of  the  proceeding  to  those  who  have 
eitiier  or  both  in  their  possession.  Conkling^s  Adm,  Pr,  478. 
'  When  the  service  of  the  attachment  is  by  notice,  and  not 
by  actual  levy  upon  the  goods,  it  must  necessarily  be  shown 
to  the  CSourt,  before  any  order  can  be  taken  against  the  gar- 
nishee, that  he  has  been  warned  of  the  remedy  which  the 
process  demands,  and  for  what  cause,  and  of  the  time  and 
place  he  must  appear  before  the  Court.  His  duty  on  appear- 
ance is  to  discharge  himself  of  the  effect  of  the  citation,  by 
ilhowing  that  he  holds  nothing  belonging  to  the  debtor,  or  by 
specifying  exactly  what  it  is,  and  submitting  himself,  in 
respect  thereto,  to  the  authority  of  the  Court ;  or  he  may  con- 
test tile  justness  or  amount  of  the  Ubellant's  demand. 
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A  garnishee  is  a  trustee,  or  one  warned  by  legal  process  in 
respect  to  the  interest  of  third  parties  in  property  held  by 
him,  ( Webster^ 8  Did, ;  Bauvier^s  Law  Diet ;  Encyc.  Am.  tit. 
Attachment,  Foreign,)  and  garnishment  is  the  process  ci 
warning  or  citation.  JacoVs  Law  Diet.  Under  the  custom 
of  London,  the  garnishee  mast  be  warned  to  refirain  from 
paying  money  to  the  debtor  held  for  him,  and  to  appear  and 
answer  to  the'  plaintiff's  suit  therefor.  Bohwifs  Oust,  and 
Priv.  of  Lond.  256 ;  Com.  Dig.  Hi.  Attachment.  So  it  seems 
he  may  plead  to  the  general  action,  and  deny  the  indebted- 
ness of  the  defendant  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Attachment,  E.  The 
same  role  obtains  in  respect  to  trustee  process.  6  Doners  Air. 
c.  192,  art.  1.  And  in  the  American  courts  the  proceeding 
seems  to  be  termed  indifferently,  garnishment^  trustee  process^ 
or  foreign  attachment.  Serg.  on  Ait.;  E&ldreiKs  Elem.  of  L. 
269-273 ;  Bouvier^s  Law  Diet. ;  Encyc.  Am.  tit  Attachment, 
Foreign. 

Under  the  English  law,  the  garnishee  may  appear  by 
attorney,  and  plead  that  he  has  no  property  of  the  defendant 
in  his  hands ;  or  he  may  confess  it,  or  he  may  wage  his  law, 
or  plead  other  special  matter.  Bohvais  Oust,  and  iVtv.  cf 
Lond.  256.  The  general  issue  is  whether  the  garnishee  had, 
at  the  time  of  the  .attachment,  or  at  any  time  after,  any  money 
or  goods  of  the  defendant  in  his  hands.  Ih.  255.  The  plain* 
tiff  is  thus  put  to  prove  that  the  garnishee  had  moneys  in  his 
hands ;  and  if  this  proof  is  not  made,  a  verdict  will  be  ren* 
dered  for  the  garnishee.     Ih.  258. 

When  the  proceeding  is  for  the  purpose  of  btinging  the 
defendant  into  Court,  and  he  makes  default  on  proclamation, 
a  scire  facias  issues  against  the  garnishee.     Com.  Dig.  isL 
Foreign  Attachment,  A.     On  the  appearance  of  the  defend- 
ant, all  proceedings  against  the  garnishee  cease.     Oro.  JSZ.^ 
157,  593 ;  Savage's  case,  1  Salk.  291.    And  he  must  have ' 
notice  of  the  foreign  attachment  to  bind  him  in  the  allotment, 
of  his  effects  to  the  debt  by  the  garnishee.    Fiske  v.  Laney  3 
Wils.  296. 
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Ir  those  coorte  of  tlie  different  States  of  the  Union  in  which 
the  remedy  of  foreign  attachment  is  employed,  its  effect  is 
pnncipally  regnlated  by  statute ;  but  in  all  cases  the  cardinal 
principle  in  the  proceeding  is  that  the  tnistee  or  garnishee 
shall,  by  smnmons  or  sdrBfadas^  be  brought  into  Court  with 
notice  of  the  claim  upon  him,  and  that  he  should  have  a.fiill 
ot>portuiiity  to  oppose  the  demand.  6  Dan(?s  Abr.  492,  o.  193, 
BXt  1-^ ;  and  see  the  pmotice  in  various  States,  as  explained 
in  Graighle  v.  Nottnagel,  Pet.  C.  Q  R.  345 ;  Manker  v.  Chandr 
let,  8  Brock.  125 ;  Fisher  v.  Consequa,  2  Wash.  G.  C.  iZ.  362; 
Fmnklin  t?.  Ward,  3  Mason,  196 ;  lb.  247 ;  E^ekque^t;.  Swan, 
4  JUdson,  448 ;  Barry  v*  ^Foyles,  1  Pet.  315 ;  Brashear  v.  West, 
7  Pet.  621;  2  U.  &  Dig.  Supp.  884. 

Although  the  process  ot  foreign  attachment,  as  employed 
ist  Oourts  of  Admiralty,  is  not  borrowed  Irom  that  given  by 
the  custom  of  London,  yet  both  remedies  being  directed  to  a 
common  object,  and  founded  upon  unity  of  principle,  Ught  is 
reacted  by  the  one  upon  the  other ;  and  we  may  accordiagly 
reent  with  advantage  to  the  practice  of  the  law  courts  for 
explications  of  tiie  methods  by  which  the  common  design 
may  be  best  effectuated. 

Id  this  case,  however,  the  more  specific  inquiry  is,  how  the 
low  and  practice  on  this  head  stand  in  the  Pourts  of  Admi* 
ralty.  The  books  are  not  full  or  explicit  on  the  subject. 
They  furnish  little  more  than  a  clear  recognition  of  the 
remedy,  and  give  but  scanty  details  of  the  method  used  in 
administering  it. 

Clarke's  Praxis,  tiie  earliest  historical  record  of  the  practice 
in  Admiralty,  was  compiled,  as  appears  by  the  preface  to  the 
edition  in  Latin,  during  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  and  became 
a  standard  authority  long  before  it  was  published ;  and  the 
scattered  manuscripts  were  ultimately  revised  and  arranged 
for  puUication  under  the  sanction  of  men  of  great  eminence 
and  experience  in  that  branch  of  the  law.  It  has  always 
bten  oodepted  as  the  most  authoritative  exposition  extant  of 
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tbe  eadj  course  and  trsages  adopted  in  Admiralty  proceed- 
iogs.  Brovme^s  Civ.  Jf  Adm*  L*  396  ;  Sir  Henry  Blonnlfs 
oase,  1  Atk»  S95 ;  Marv.  Leg,  Bib.  tit  Gierke,  P.  He  speaks 
of  attachments  of  property  by  warrant  in  Admiralty,  as  an 
ordinary  usage  of  the  Court,  in  case  a  debtor  is  concealed  or 
absconded,  and  in  case  his  goods  are  held  by  others,  in  orcfer 
to  compel  his  appearance  in  Coort,  and  also  to  approjpriate 
his  effscts  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  debts.  Hie  primary  pur- 
pose of  the  warrant  was  to  enforce  the'  personal  appearance 
of  tbe  party,  that  his  condemnation  might  afford  ground  fbr 
seqnesterjpg  his  property ;  and  to  that  end,  both  tbe  debtor' 
and  the  person  holding  his  goods  are  to  be  cited  to  appear 
in  Court,  and  answer  to  tiie  matter  of  claim  in  the  libeL 
Clarke's  iV.  tit  28,  83.  Kali's  additions  to  t^se  articles 
show  the  root  in  the  thien  citiI  law  from  which  the  proceed- 
ings by  foreign  attachment  sprang.  HalPs  Adm,  IV.  60,  TO.- 
It  is  {Mainly  the  origin,  also,  of  creditor's  bills  in  Chancery. 

The  United  States  District  Court  in  South  Carolina,  {Be^ 
Adm.  R*  186,)  under  that  authority,  issued  a  warrant  to  anest 
property  of  a  debtor  to  cpmpel  his  appearance  to  a  libel ;  and' 
although  the  form  .of  tbe  warrant  is  not  given,  the  case  im^^ 
plies  that  the  process  conformed  to  the  directions  given  by 
Clarke. 

The  rules  of  (nraotice  of  this  Court,  first  compiled  in  1838, 
and  revised  in  1838,  provide,  that  if  a  party  against  whom  a 
wanrant  of  arrest  issues  cannot  be  found,  and  return  to  thai 
effect  be  made  upon  the  writ,  the  plaintiff  may,  upon  the 
mandate  of  the  Judge,  have  a  warrant  to  attach  the  property 
of  the  defendant,  and  may  also  have  a  clause  of  foreign  attach- 
ment  inserted  therein,  according  to  the  course  of  the  Admi- 
ralty. Disi.  CL  Ride,  35.  The  same  practice  prevails  in  the 
First  Circuit    Dml.  Adm.  Pr.  139. 

The  foreign  attachment  sued  out  here  must  be  ^  accoiding 
to  the  course  of  the  Admiralty ;"  and  that  has  been  shown  to 
require  that  a  notice  or  citation  to  the  garnishee  shall  com* 
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pose  a  part  of  the  process.  The  argument  against  this  moticm 
10,  that  by  Rule  29  of  the  District  Court,  the  garnishee  was 
obliged,  on  the  mere  attachment  of  the  goods  of  a  debtor  in 
bis  hands,  to  file  his  affidavit,  giving  a  full  statement  of  the 
property  in  his  hands,  or  to  pay  it  into  Court ;  and  it  is  accord* 
iogly  contended  that  such  attachment  was  all  the  notice  or 
warning  necessary  to  be  given  him. 

The  rule  referred  to  will  not  justify  that  interpretation,  ft 
does  not  prescribe  the  contents  or  regulate  the  manner  of  serv« 
ing  a  fpreigri  attachment.  These  proceedings  are  supposed 
h|y  the  rule  to  have  been  akeady  taken  conformably  to  the 
course  of  the  Admiralty ;  and  the  role  then  supplies  a  sum* 
maxy  and  cheap  method  by  which  the  holder  of  the  property 
impounded  may  become  discharged  from  the  case,  and  where- 
by, also,  the  creditor  may  be  secured  the  control  of  the  prop* 
erty  attached. 

Bules  2  and  37  of  the  Supreme  Court,  (adopted  since  the* 
decision  of  Manro  v.  Almeida,  10  WheaL  473,)  specify  con- 
cisely the  course  which  the  creditor  and  the  garnishee  are 
respectively  to  pursue  under  a  foreign  attachment.  The  pro- 
cess is  described  by  which  a  defendant  may  be  arrested  in 
suits  in  persimam.  The  mesne  process  may  be  merely  a 
warrant  of  arrest  of  the  person,  or  a  simple  monition,  in  the 
natiue  of  a  summons,  to  appear  and  answer  to  the  suit,  as 
may  be  prayed  for  in  the  libel,  or  the  warrant  for  the  anest  of 
the  penon  may  have  a  clause  therein  directing  the  officer,  if 
the  dedfendant  cannot  be  found,  to  attach  his  goods  and  chat- 
tds^  or  if  such  property  cannot  be  fiomnd,  then  to  attach  his 
credits  and  effects  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishees  na[med 
therein. 

It  is  iuBisted  that  the  foreign  attachment  clause  aofiiorized 
by  this  rule  is  not  required  io  contain  also  a  summons  or  no- 
tice to  the  garnishee  to  appear,  and  that  accordingly,  no  such 
cttatioQ  need  be  made.  The  argument  would,  however, 
equally  prove  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  cite  or  summons  the 
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ilefendant  himself;  for  as  he  is  absent  and  cannot  be  arrested, 
if  no  citation  is  to  be  served  upon  the  holder  of  his  property, 
the  libellant  might  seize  the  property  and  take  a  final  deero^ 
and  dispose  of  it,  withont  notification  of  bis  proceedings  to 
any  person.  This,  manifestly,  would  be  a  violation  of  the 
first  principles  of  personal  rights  and  rights  of  property.  Rule 
87  of  the  Supreme  Court,  instead  of  favoring  that  interpreta- 
tion,  pn  the  contrary  expressly  provides  that  the  attachment 
clause  shall  summon  the  garnishee  to  appear  and  answer  be- 
fore the  Court,  as  in  ordinary  cases  in  inoUmn.  He  is  abo 
required  to  answer  upon  oath  as  to  the  debts  or  effects  of  the 
debtor  in  his  hands,  and  to  such  interrogatories  as  may  be 
propounded  by  the  libellant ;  and  if  he  refuse  or  neglect  to  do 
80,  the  Court  may  award  compulsory  process  in  personam 
against  him.     Sup.  Ct.  Rule^  37. 

A  party  will  not,  upon  general  principles,  be  subjected  to 
an  attachment  except  for  disobeying  or  contemning  some  pro^ 
eess  or  mandate  of  Court ;  and  the  principle  imports  that  he 
has  been  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  by  ser- 
vice of  proper  process  upon  him. 

In  any  view  to  be  taken  of  the  subject,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  libellant  in  this  cause 
against  the  garnishee,  are  void  for  irregularity,  and  they  must 
accordingly  be  set  aside  with  costs. 

Order  accordingfy* 


The  Columbus. 

A  ferry-boat  pi  jing  across  a  navigable  rirer  is  bound  to  remain  in  her  slip,  no^ 
withstanding  her  appointed  time  of  departore  has  arrived,  if  any  vessel  is  aeen  or 
is  in  a  position  to  be  seen  from  on  board  her,  with  wiuch  she  will  be  in  dan^ 
of  coming  in  collision  if  she  goes  ont. 

But  she  is  not  compelled  to  lie  waiting  the  expected  arrival  of  another  vessel. 

In  order  to  prevail  in  an  action  for  damages  occasioned  by  a  collision,  more  mail 
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be  done  by  the  libelant  than  to  show  hU  yestel  oloar  of  blame ;  he  nuiBt  in«fce# 
manifest  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  bjr  the  fault  of  those  in  charge  of  the  col- 
liding  vessel. 
*frhere  a  vessel  comes  suddenly  and  without  warning  into  imminent  peril  of  a  cot- 
tision-— e.  g.^  wh«re  two  vessels  appTOaching  are  concealed  from  each  «ther  bf 
intermediate  otjects  until  they  are  close  upon  each  other,— the  necessary  uneer- 
tainty  and  confusion  created  by  the  surprise  is  to  be  taken  into  account  in  de- 
termining whether  the  management  of  the  respective  vessels  is  proper  or  blame- 
worthy. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem^  filed  by  the  Hoboken  Land  and 
bapioveinent  €k>mpany,  owners  of  the  steam- fenry»boat  Fairy 
Qaeen,  against  the  steamboat  Columbus,  to  reiX)v^  damagei 
lor  a  collision  between  the  two  boats. 

The  collision  in  question  occurred  in  July,  1848|  on  the 
New  York  side  of  the  liver,  off  the  slip  of  the  Fairy  Quee^i 
then  engaged  in  plying  from  New  York  city  to  Hoboken, 
The  fenry*boat  was  so  much  injured  that  she  sunk  immedi- 
acy. The  pleadings  upon  each  side  imputed  tiie  accidenk 
to  the  negligence,  want  of  precaution  and  culpable  conduei 
oi  the  oth«r  boat.  The  drcumstanoes  of  the  case  are  stated 
in  the  opinion. 

Cambridge  Livi$ig8to9^  for  the  libellants. 

2  B.  Cowlesy  iox  the  claimants. 

Bbtts,  J.  I  am  not  satisfiedi  upon  the  proofiB  <^  align- 
ments adduced  by  the  claimants,  that  the  Hbellants  were 
guilty  on  the  occasion  of  the  collision  of  any  misconduct  or 
negUgence  which  led  to  the  disaster,  or  which  ought  to  screen 
tiie  claimants  if  a  fault  is  established  against  their  vessel 

The  Fairy  Queen  left  her  berth  on  the  south  side  of  the 
slip  at  the  foot  of  Christopher-street,  at  half-past  4  P.  M.|  tiiat 
beiog  the  £xed  time  for  her  departure  to  perform  her  trip  to 
the  opposite  landing  at  Hoboken.  At  this  time,  the  Pioneer, 
another  ferry-boat,  run  by  the  libellants,  was  lying  to,  out  in 
the  riveri  opposite  the  slip,  prepared  to  enter  as  soon  as  ii 
should  be  vacated  by  the  Fairy  Queen.    Although  the 
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neer  was  not  the  conaort  of  the  Fairy  Queen  upon  the  Mtme 
ferry,  yet  the  two  boats  were  in  the  habit  of  oecapying  1*e 
New  York  slip  alternately,  each  having  a  fixed  period  for 
leaving  it,  and  usually  coming  into  it  also,  at  a  known  time. 
The  Columbus,  the  steamer  proceeded  against,  plied  daily  vp 
and  down  the  river,  having  regular  places  of  stoppage  tk 
docks  above  and  below  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  landing  atid 
fitarting-plaee  of  the  Faiiy  Queen ;  and  her  stated  time  o¥ 
passing  that  point  was  half-past  four,  P.  M. 

The  tide  was  ebb  and  nearly  at  low  water.  The  Fairy 
Queen  was  a  small  low  boat,  and  was  thus,  at  the  time  ih 
question,  brought  so  fiir  down  below  the  surface  of  the  pier 
that  vessels  north  of  it  and  near  the  docks  could  not  be  8e€»i 
from  on  board  her  until  she  moved  outside  the  wharves.  The 
wind  was  northwest^  and  the  Fairy  Queen  came  out  of  her 
berth,  heading  N.  W.,  in  order  to  pass  astern  of  the  Pioneet^, 
and  another  vessel  anchored  nearly  abreast  of  the  pier,  a  dis- 
tance of  one  hundred  yaids  off.  Immediately  after  leaving 
the  pier,  it  was  discovered  upon  the  Fairy  Queen  that  the 
Columbus  was  opening  from  Hammond-street  pier  above, 
about  two  hundred  feet  out  from  the  docks,  and  was  appa- 
rently coming  directly  upon  the  Fairy  Queen.  The  engine 
of  the  latter  boat  was  then  immediately  stopped  and  backed, 
and  she  receded  a  short  distance  towards  the  slip,  with  intent 
fo  get  back  into  it ;  that  being  found  impracticable,  in  order 
to  lessen  the  peril  of  the  collision,  her  engine  was  again  re- 
versed, and  an  attempt  made  to  move  ahead,  when  the  stem 
of  the  Columbus  struck  and  perforated  the  Fairy  Queen,  and 
caused  her  to  sink  immediately. 

The  number  of  steam  craft  in  this  harbor,  running  in  and 
out  of  its  various  slips  at  all  hours,  some  at  fixed  times  ati^ 
others  indefinitely,  renders  it  important  to  the  common  safetjr 
of  navigation  along  the  wharves,  that  the  law  regvdating  their 
movements,  in  approaching  and  leaving  the  slips,  should  be 
well  understood  and  strictly  enforced.    That  consideration 
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'OaUs  for  a  jfuUer  notice  of  this  oase  than  its  speozai  diffioul'^ 
tjm  wonld  demand. 

^  A  steamer,  although  appointed  to  go  out  at  fixed  periods, 
19  bound  to  remain  in  her  slip,  notwithatanding  the  time  of 
)ier  departure  has  arrived,  if  a  vessel  is  seen,  or  is  in  a  posi- 
tion  to  be  seen  outside,  which  she  will  be  in  danger  of  strik- 
if^g  ^  got  under  way  at  the  time.  But  she  is  not  compelled 
4o  lie  waiting  the  expected  arrivsd  of  another  vessel,  whose 
period  of  return  to  the  same  point  or  known  time  of  passing 
it  is  about  to  expire.  The  evidence  goes  no  further  here  than 
to  fix  about  the  usual  time  the  Golumbos  passed  that  point 
daUy,  and  shows  that  a  variance  of  tea  or  fifteen  minutes  in 
^er  arrivals  was  not  unusual.  It  also  proves  that  two  min^ 
ntee  would  be  sufficient  time  to  cany  the  Fairy  Queen  out 
4i£  her  way,  after  she  reaches  the  place  where  she  may  be  seen 
approaching. 

The  Columbus  was  not  discovered  in  that  interval  of  tim^ 
on  this  occasion,  because  a  vessel,  loaded  with  hay,  lying  at 
the  end  of  Charles-street  pier,  intercepted  the  view  from  the 
Fairy  Queen  in  that  direction.  When  the  Columbus  came 
out  from  behind  that  vessel,  and  the  ferry-boat  had  passed 
out  of  her  slip  sufficientiy  far  to  bring  the  Columbus  in  sight, 
the  two  boats  were  found  in  such  ha2ardoufi  proximity,  and 
the  danger  of  collision  was  so  imminent,  as  (latnraUy  to  cre- 
ate uncertainty  and  confusion  on  board  the  ferry-boat,  and  in 
my  opinion,  the  collision  cannot  m;htfully  be  charged  to  any 
eulpable  misconduct  of  her's,  if  an  hypothesp  may  be  framed 
upon  which  a  different  course  would  have  freed  her  from  the 
danger.  She  did  what  in  the  exigency  seemed  to  oiler  a 
chance  of  rescue,  and  whether  any  thing  else  could  in  reality 
have  better  served  to  that  end,  must  be  only  matter  of  con- 
jecture. 

.  The  claimants  have  not,  therefore,  in  my  judgment,  suc- 
^eded  in  protecting  themselves,  by  showing  that  the  collision 
.Wj^s  produced  by  any  blamable  omissions  or  acts  of  the 
Fairy  Queen. 
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But  to.  throw  upon  the  claimants  the  eonsequenoea  of  thM 
dbaeter,  more  is  incumbent  upon  the  libeUants  than  to  prom 
tkemselves  clear  of  blame ; — they  most  make  it  raamfest  that 
flte  I088  WBs  occasioned  by  the  fault  of  the  Cohimbus. 

This  steamboat  made  daily  trips  between  New  Yc^  aii# 
Sing^  Sing)  haudmg  both  ways  at  Hammond^treet  dock,  n 
dbianee  of  one  thousand  feet  nortk  of  Ghiistopher^streeft 


The  landing  had  that  afternoon  just  been  made,  and 
WttB  under  way  towards  ber  berth  at  Cham^bers^street,  movihg 
^  m  slow  rate,  about  twa  hundred  feet  out  from  the  docka. 

Two  or  three  Tessels  were  lying  at  anchcnr  below  HaoK 
wiadHstseet,  and  one  bandied  yards  or  more  from  the  docks. 
TShe  steamboat  Pioneer  was*  running  a  few  yards  ahead  of 
tke  Columbus>  on  her  starboard  side,  and  dose  outside  of  the 
anchored  vessels.  About  opposite,  or  slightly  above  Cfarie*- 
topheivstreet,  and  just  astern  of  the  vessel  anchored*  lowest 
dowuvthe  Pioneer  cbanged  her  course  to*  come  into  the  slip, 
Wibea  the  engine  of  the  Cohtmbus  was  immediately  stopped 
tmA  reversed)  and  worked  back  with  all  its  power  till  the  eol* 
iaion  oceunred. 

The  v^ritnesses'  diifer  iir  opinion  as  to  the  exact  place  the 
CkihiBibas  had  reached  when  the  collision  took  place*  The 
ptiot  of  the  Ploneei  tiiinks  it  was  opposite  Charles^breeL 
The  pilot  and  engineer  of  the  Fairy  Queen  place  her  below 
AmosHstreet ;  whilst  witn^i^s  on  the  Columbus  suppose  her 
at  Charles-streetjipr  between  that  and  Amos,  or  against  the 
Amos-stveet  cross-pi^?.  No  witness  supports  his  estimate  by 
any  collateral'  hct  whlth  gives  certainty  to  it  The  diffiep' 
esees  in  estimates  may  arise  from  looking  at  and  from  difler- 
ent  parts*  of  the  Columbus,  (she  being  one  hundred  and  eighty 
feet  long,  and  nearly  or  quite  extending  over  the  space  be« 
tween  the  two  slips,)'  or  from  oblique- ranges  of  visiony  or  from 
a^  few  seoondb  difference  of  time  in  observing  her,  when  the 
impetus  give»  by  the  vraid  and  tide  would  necessaxiiy  xag^ 
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her  forward  with  considerable  rapidity.  Either  of  these  cir- 
cnmstances  might  reasonably  account  for  the  disagreementi 
of  the  witnesses  in  this  partioular.  The  Columbus  was  man* 
aged  in  this  respect  solely  with  regard  to  the  movements  of 
iSae  Pioneer,  and  to  avoid  coming  in  contact  with  her.  The 
Fairy  Queen  was  first  noticed  from  the  Columbus,  after  the 
order  had  been  given  to  back  the  latter,  and  when  the  former 
was  just  showing  herself  beyond  the  end  of  the  pie/,  and 
moving  out  of  her  slip. 

Upon  this  evidence  there  is  no  ground  for  imputing  blame 
to  the  Columbus,  in  the  measures  taken  or  omitted  by  her, 
after  she  and  the  Fairy  Queen  came  in  sight  of  each  other. 
The  measures  she  took  in  order  to  avoid  the  Pioneer  were 
fliose  which  would  hare  been  demanded  of  her  had  she  been 
acting  in  respect  to  the  Fairy  Queen,  also,  and  for  the  sup- 
posed omission  of  which,  her  coming  upon  the  latter  is 
imputed  to  her  as  a  fault. 

Nor  is  the  Columbus  chargeable  with  want  of  precaution 
in  advancing  so  near  to  the  Fairy  Queen,  without  discov- 
ering  her.  The  reason^  assigned  by  the  libellants  as  an  ade« 
quate  excuse  to  the  Fairy  Queen  for  not  discerning  the' 
Columbus,  equally  enure  to  the  protection  of  the  Columbus. 
The  sloop  lying  between  the  two  boats  interposed  the  same 
obstacle  to  the  view  of  each.  The  Columbus  was  not  called 
upon  to  notice  the  position  of  the  Fairy  Queen,  or  her  prob* 
able  purposes,  until  she  showed  herself  in  motion ;  and  it  is 
ckarly  proved  that  did  not  occur  until  the  engine  of  the 
Columbus  was  already  reversed,  and  she  was  in  the  act  of 
vrc»king  back  to  avoid  the  Pionee^.  This  was  the  appropriate 
and  only  means  in  her  power  for  protecting  the  Fairy  Que^i 
also.  The  Columbus  was  on  a  track  safe  for  her  to  run,  and 
the  most  prudent  vratchfulness  would  ^tact  no  more  firom  her 
than  to  guard  against  vessels  under  way  or  lying  at  anchor 
outside  the  slips.  8he  had  a  right  to  rely  upon  the  presump* 
tion  that  her  position  and  direction  would  be  observed  by  any 
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vessel  desirons  to  get  under  way,  and  that  such  vessel  would 
not  put  out  to  cross  her  track  without  being  sure  of  sufficient 
distance  and  speed  to  render  such  movement  safe.  It  would 
have  been  gross  remissness  in  each  boat  to  have  pressed 
ahead  in  their  relative  nearness  to  each  other,  had  do  aoei- 
dental  impediments  prevented  their  discerning  those  move- 
ments  at  the  moment.  The  Fairy  Queen  would  have  beea 
oulpable  in  leaving  her  fastenings  before  the  other  was  clear 
of  her  track,  and  the  Columbus  guilty  in  continuing  her  head* 
veay  when  it  must  have  been  dubious  whether  she  had  room 
to  pass  the  ferry-boat  safely. 

Upon  the  testimony,  I  regard  the  collision  as  a  pure  casu- 
fltty,  so  fkr  ae  the  agency  of  the  Columbus  was  concenied, 
attributable  to  no  fault  or  negligence  on  her  part,  and  that 
she  is,  therefore,  not  liable  to  respond  for  the  damages  arising 
ftom  it. 

The  matter  of  xosts  is  undoubtedly  very  tamdi  under  the 
discretion  of  the  Court.  Canter  v.  The  Amerixsan  Insurance 
Cbmpany,  3  Pet.  307 ;  The  United  States  v.  The  Brig  Malek 
Adhel,  2  Sow.  210.  The  general  principle  is,  as  at  law  and 
in  equity,  iilat  costs,  in  causes  of  damage,  in  this  Court,  fbl- 
lew  the  decision.  The  Ebenezer,  7  Jur.  1117 ;  The  Athol,  1 
W.  Rob4  374.  In  cases  of  collision,  however,  the  usage  is  to 
cilarge  them  upon  the  party  most  to  blame.  The  Celt,  8 
Baggn  Adm.  JR.  321.  If  neither  party  is  found  culpable,  each 
pays  his  own  costs. '  The  Washington,  5  Jnr.  1067.  In  the 
English  Admiralty,  where  both  vessels  are  to  blame,  it  would 
seem  that  the  costs  are  imposed  on  both  in  common,    lb. 

No  fault  is  fastened  upon  the  Fairy  Queen  in  this  case, 
and*  accordingly  each  party  must  pay  hiis  own  costs. 

Decree  accorditigly. 
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Truesdale  V.  Young. 

^Wliether,  under  the  established  nsage  among  steamboats  pljing  npon  the  Hadson 
Birer,  the  mere  hirtng  of  a  pilot  at  monthly  WEges,  effected  prior  to  the  eoiti- 
mencement  of  the  season  of  navigation,  carries  with  it  an  implied  engagement 
that  the  employment  shall  continne  throughout  the  entire  season, — Query  ? 

Whether  such  engagement  could  be  implied  where  the  hiring  was  eff'ected  after  the 
season  was  partly  over, — doubted. 

Where,  in  the  case  of  a  contract  for  services  In  which  no  definite  term  of  service  i» 
ezpresscdf  there  is  proof  that  the  party  claiming  to  have  been  hired  as  pilot  rep- 
resented the  engagement  was  terminable  at  his  option,  this  affords  a  strong  pre- 
sumption that  it  was  terminable,  also,  at  the  option  of  the  other  party. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam^  by  Verdine  Truesdale  against 
Jhcob  Young,  to  recover  wages  as  second  pilot  on  board  tbc 
steamboat  Oswego. 

The  libel  stated,  that  in  May,  1848,  thfe  respondent,  then 
being  in  command  of  the  steamboat  Oswego,  engaged  in 
towing  between  New  York'  and  Albany,  hired  libellaot  to 
serve  as  second  pilot  on  ihe  boat,  at  ihe  wages  of  forty  dollars 
a  month  and  board ;  that  by  such  engagement  the  libellant 
became  hired  far  the  remainder  of  the  season^ — ^tbat  is,  until- 
January  1, 1849 ;  and  that  he  was  unjustly  discharged  Sep«« 
tember  1, 1848.  He  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  wages  for  the 
remainder  of  the  season,  including  boatd,  amounting  to  f  328. 

The  answer  of  respondent  set  up  as  a  defence,  that  the  em- 
ployment was  merely  temporcury^  and  during  the  consent  of 
both  parties.  That  libellant  was  a  connection  of  his  through 
the  marriage  of  relatives,  and  was,  as  he  had  understood,  des- 

# 

titote  of  employment  and*  means  of  support ;  that  libellant 
applied  to  him  for  temporary  employment  until  he  could  find 
a  situation ;  that  he  took  libellant  into  the  employ  of  the  boat 
for  so  long,  only,  as  his  services  should  be  required, — ^the  libel- 
lant being  also  under  no  obligation  to  remain  longer  than  he 
chose, — and  that  he  dismissed  libellant,  September  1st,  because 
he  did  not  consider  him  competent  to  perform  pilotage  service 
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in  the  fall  months,  during  which  the  difficulty  of  the  nayiga- 
tion  is  increased. 

Upon  the  trial,  January  3, 1849,  it  appeared  that  the  libellant 
was  employed  in  May,  1848,  and  discharged  September  Ist, 
following.  It  also  appeared  that  he  had  meanwhile  made 
some  efforts  to  obtain  other  employment,  and  had  expressed 
some  intention  of  leaving  the  Oswego.  It  did  not  appear 
that  the  engagement  of  libiellant  was  definite  as  to  time*  But 
to  show  that  it  was  an  implied  engagement  until  the  dose  of 
the  season,  the  libellant  relied  upon  evidence  of  a  usage  on 
the  Hudson  River,  in  steamboat  navigation,  that  pilots  em* 
ployed  at  monthly  wages  were  understood  to  be  employed  for 
the  entire  season.  The  proper  construction  of  the  contract 
between  the  parties,  in  view  of  this  usage,  was  the  principal 
question  in  the  case,  and  the  chief  evidence  in  teference  to 
the  usage  was  as  follows : — 

Edward  L.  Vim  Buren^  testified.  I  was  first  pilot  on  board 
the  Oswego  during  the  season  of  1848.  I  have  followed  the 
business  of  pilot  on  the  Hudson  Biver  for  twenty  years.  The 
employment  of  a  pilot  on  the  river  is  usually  considered  to  be 
a  hiring  for  the  season ;  that  is  the  custom  of  steamboats 
upon  the  river.  The  season  ends  January  1st.  It  is  the  cus* 
torn  of  the  tow-boat  lines  to  employ  first  officers  for  the  entire 
season  of  ten  months.    I  am  not  employed^by  the  season. 

John  Van  Arsdaie.  My  business  is  that  of  pilot  upon  Hud* 
son  River  steamboats.  The  custom  upon  the  rirer  is  to  hire 
pilots  for  the  entire  season,  from  March  to  January  1st. 

Henry  Verplanck.  I  have  been  first  and  second  pilot  for 
fifteen  years.  The  custom  of  the  river  is  to  hire  pilots  for  the 
reason  of  ten  months,  beginning  March  1st. 

Other  witnesses  gave  evidence  to  the  same  purport  res{iect> 
ing  the  alleged  custom.  Testimony  was  also  given,  touching 
the  services  of  the  libellant  and  his  competency  as  pilot. 

Edwin  Bwrr^  for  the  libellant 

(7.  Van  Scmtvoordiy  for  the  respondent 
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Bsnm,  J.  The  Mbel  in  this  ease  id  based  npoa  an  alleged 
Uring  of  the  libellant,  as  second  pilot,  hj  the  reBpondefit,  ma»i 
IMr  of  the  steamboat  Oswego, /br  the  staaon* 

The  answer  denies  that  any  such  agreement  xvoes- made,  and 
afl^es  that  the  libeQant  being  ont  of  employment,  the  lesponi* 
dbnt  from  motives  of  friendship,  and  because  of  marriage 
eooneetion,  gave  him  temporarily  ihe  place  of  second  pilot  od 
tte  boat,  and  for  so  long  a  time  only  as  hii^  services  should  be 
vmnted. 

On  the  first  of  September,  the  respondent  infovmed  the 
Kbelliant  that  his  services  would  no  l«>nger  be  required*  The 
libellant  twx)  days  thereafter  offered  to  respondent  to  continfn^ 
as:  second  pilot  daring  the  remainder  bi  the  season,  and 
didmed  the  right  to  the  place.  The  respondent  declined  to 
Mtain  him ;  and  this  suit  is  brought  to  recover  wages  for  the 
tnonths  of  September,  October,  November,  and  December;. 

Tbere  is  no  j^of  by  the  libellant  that  an  ei^iress  agree- 
tM/mt  was  made  with  him  for  any  definite  term  c^  services* 
There  is  evidence  conducing  to  prove  an  established  usage 
and  coarse  of  business  among  the  steamboats  upon  the  Hud* 
sen  River,  to  engage  pilots  and  engineers  at  monthly  wages 
for  the  season,  which  is  considered  to  extend  firom  March  1st 
t9  Jsnuary  1st,  and  to  pay  them  for  th  Antire  ten  months, 
although  the  boats  may  not  continue  to  ran  during  the  whole 
pariod.  .  But  the  testimony  is  not  explicit  or  clear  that  this 
owde  of  payment  obtains  in  cases  where  it  is  not  a  part  of 
the  express  bargain  that  the  hiring  is  for  a  season.  And  I  am 
B0t  prepared,  upon  the  evidence  adduced  in  this  case,  to  pro* 
nomice  that  a  mere  hiring  of  a  pilot  at  monthly  wages,  upon, 
tile  Hadson  River  boats,  implies,  by  the  usage  and  custom  of 
tiie  business^  tiiat  his  compensation  i^all  continue  throngbont 
tbe- entire  season.  This  point  has  been  before  the-  Court  in  » 
previous  case.    The  Hudson,  {MS&)  1846w^ 
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If  such  custom  prevsfils  in  respect  to  engagements  .madif 
previous  to  or  at  the  commencement  of  the  season,  thei^ 
would  be  stronger  grounds  for  the  Court  to  sanction  &<Mi' 
enforce  it,  than  would  exist  if  the  pilot  or  o£$cer  is  taken  btUb 
service  after  the  seeiBon  'has  in  considerable  part  expired  The 
uBage  proved  relates  to  employments  beginning  with  the^ea^ 
9on ;  and  in  such  case,  if  it  falls  short  of  a  fixed  custom,  tt 
stronger  presumption  would  arise  that  the  engagement  epffi* 
braced  the  entile  season,  than  wheck  the  hiring  is  at  monthly 
wages  in  the  progress  of  the  season,  land  after  it  has  n«eur)y 
etapsed.  The  pilot  is  then  without  a  plaoe,  and  the  oppco^- 
tuaity  to  seek  one  from  among  the  whole  body  of  steamboati 
is  no  longer  open  to  him.  Moreover,  it  will  not  be  implied 
that  a  general  usage  of  that  character  would  include  and  govu 
ern  the  chance  occasions  for  hiring  a  pilot  as  a  snpernumi^rw^^ 
or  to  replace  another  temporarily,  whi<A  the  conveniences 'Of 
navigation  must  render  frequent.  Whatever,  ihen,  might  bQ 
the  ef&ct  6f  taking  a  pilot  on  the  Hudson  River  at  monAly 
wages,  without  stipulation  of  time,  prior  to  the  first  of  Marctt,' 
I  anl  by  no  means  prepared  to  say,  upon  the  proofs  produoetf 
in  this  case,  that  such  emjdoyment,  at  any  after  period  of  thli 
year,  will  create  rights  or  responsibilities  in  respect  to  eit^fer 
party,  beyond  an  si|l'eement  for  services  and  compensation  nfr 
ordinary  cases  of  hiring.  ^  < 

•  This  case  cannot,  however,  be  justly  regarded  as  resting 
upon  implication  or  presumption  as  to  the  intention  of  thd 
parties.  The  evidence  in  the  cause  sufficiently  shows  an  eiflf-' 
gagement  terminable  ut  the  option  of  the  respondent.  Thc^ 
libellant  was  not  by  profession  a  pilot,  and  he  leaves  it  at  leaeA 
equivocal  upon  his  own  evidence  whether  he  had  ever  befOMf 
^oted  in  thiat  capacity.  He  had  for  many  yea»  been  master 
of  sailing  vessels  and  steamboats  employed  on  the  Hudsoirf 
River  and  elsewhere,  havi]!)g  passed  three  or  four  je^us  of  tte 
intermediate  time  in  keeping  a  public  house,  established  oete 
the  Highlaods.    But  even  bis  chaiatter  aa  ^captain  m  vesseU 
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pf  the  description  mentioned,  would  not  import  any  ability  or 
experience  as  pilot.  The  evidence  8b6\^rs  that  masters  of 
steamboats  are  not  charged  with  the  duty  of  navigating  them. 
And  although  upon  the  Hudson  River,  auoh  duties  are  per* 
ii^nned  by  mastiers  of  steamboats  occasionally,  and  frequently 
by  masters  of  sailing  vessels,  yet  in  neither  case  does  the 
mere  holding  the  place  of  master  import  any  nautical  skill  or 
ckxperienee. 

V  It  is  clear,  from  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Van  Baren,  the  pilot 
of  the.  Oswego,  and  who  was  examined  on  behalf  of  the-  libel- 
iant,  that  the  respondent  did  not  consider  the  libellant  quali* 
fed  to  fill  the  place  of  second  pilot  at  the  time  he  was  en* 
gujged  and  taken  on  board  the  steamer.  Placing  him  in  that 
position,  under  such  circumstances,  raises  the  presumption 
t^t  he  was.  taken  temporarily  or  upon  trial,  to  determine  his 
eapacity  for  the  station,  rather  than  absolutely  assigned  to  the 
post  of  second  pilot  for  the  residue  of  the  season. 
,  The  declarations  of  the  libellant,  made  after  he  entered  upon 
thifl  service,  to  the  witnesses  King  and  Whittemore,  confirm 
ttie  inference  that  a  temporary  engagement  only  was  contem* 
plated  by  the  respondent ;  and  they  show,  also,  that  the  llbel-> 
bnt  did  not  consider  himself  committed  to  any  definite  period 
of  service.  To  King,  he  stated  in  June  that  he  was  making 
interest  for  a  different  employment  in  New  York,  and  did  not 
intend  remaining  with  the  Oswego  longer  than  until  he  could 
get  a  better  situation.  This  declaration  was  made  on  board 
the  boat,  and  the  libellant  added  that  others  besides  himself 
were  looking  out  for  such  a  situation  for  him,  importing  that 
Hi  was  understood  he  was  attached  to  the  boat  but  tempo- 
nurily. 

To  Whittemore,  he  stated  early  in  August,  and  on  board 
the  boat,  that  he  expected  to  leave  her,  and  advised  him  to  go 
down  in  her  from  Albany  to  New  York,  and  obtain  the  berth 
which  he  occupied.  He  alluded  to  the  office  of  harbor-mas- 
tor  aft  one  which  he  and  others  expected  would  be  obtained 
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for  him.  The  witness  does  not  recollect  whether  the  libiellant 
specified  the  time  at  which  he  intended  to  leave  the  boat. 
But  after  that  conversation  the  respondent  wrote  him  at  Al- 
bany, desiring  to  employ  bim  as  second  pilot ;  and  the  wi^ 
ness,  in  compliance  with  that  request,  came  from  Albany  in 
the  boat,  on  the  first  of  September,  in  that  capacity.  The 
iibellant  was  then  on  board,  and  came  to  New  York,  but 
made  no  remark  to  witness  relative  to  the  latter  having 
displaeed  him.  Neither  pilot  exacted  any  services  of  the 
iibellant  during  the  trip,  nor  is  it  shown  that  the  respondent 
|)ut  him  to  any  duty,  though  the  first  pilot  says,  once  oh 
the  trip  he  saw  the  Ubellant  rendering  some  assistance  on  the 
deck. 

I  think,  upon  the  whole  evidence,  it  is  manifest  that  the 
Iibellant  well  understood  he  was  engaged  only  provisionally, 
aifid  was  at  liberty  to  leave  the  boat  whenever  he  chose  to  do 
so.  There  must  be  strong  and  clear  proof  that  the  respond* 
ent  bound  himself  absolutely  to  more  than  was  secured  in  bis 
own  behalf  against  the  Ubellant  In  the  absence  of  audi 
proof,  the  presumption  will  be  that  the  contract  was  recipro* 
cal  in  respect  to  the  right  of  each  party  to  hold  the  other  form, 
definite  term,  as  also  to  the  right  of  each  to  t^minate  it  at 
bis  option. 

So  for  from  showing  an  obligation  upon  Ibe  respondent  to 
letain  the  Iibellant  in  the  service  of  the  boat  during  the  entira 
season,  I  think  all  the  testimony  tends  to  prove  a  mutual  na* 
deretanding  that  the  libeUant  was  engaged  for  so  long  a  time 
only  as  the  respondent  should  see  fit  to  employ  him,  with  a 
oosrespondent  right  on  his  part  to  seek  other  service,  and  Ic^aiw 
the  boat  at  his  pleasure. 

It  ought,  probably,  to  be  added,  that,  in  my  opinion,  the 
evidence  fairly  imports  that  the  engagement  was  terminated 
by  the  Iibellant  himself,  as  it  is  no  more  than  reasonable  to 
infer  that  he  gave  the  respondent  notice  of  the  communioa^ 
tion  made  by  him  to  Whittemore,  in  August. 

The  libel  must  accordingly  be  dismissed  with  cost^ 
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Zerega  v.  Poppe. 

Under  a  1)111  of  lading  wfiieh  acknowledges  the  receipt  of  goods  for  transportation 
in  good  order,  the  carrier  may,  notwithstanding,  show,  in  case  of  injury  to  the 
goods,  and  as  against  the  owner  of  them,  that  it  was  occasioned  by  insnfficieocy 
in  the  cask,  case,  &c.,  in  which  they  were  packed,  and  not  by  any  negligence  or 
misfeasance  upon  his  part.^ 

Bnt  the  law  presumes  that  the  goods  were  delivered  to  the  carrier  !n  the  condition 
specified  in  the  bill  of  lading ;  and  the  harden  of  proof  lies  apon  the  carrier  to 
rebut  this  presumption. 

It  is  not  sufficient,  in  case  of  damage  to  goods  received  under  such  a  bill,  for  the 
carrier  to  show  that  the  goods  were  delivered  to  him  in  insufficient  packages,  and 
that  the  defect  was  not  discoverable  by  him.  He  must  also  show  that  the  loss 
actnally  resulted  from  such  insufficiency,  and  from  no  fault  of  his. 

Thib  wae  a  libel  in  personam^  by  AngaBtiis  Zerega,  Thomas 
Andrews,  and  Isaiah  C.  Whitmorei  owners  of  the  ehip  James 
H.  Shepherd,  against  Edward  Poppe  and  Theodore  Poppe,,to 
recover  the  freight  of  tbirty*two  casks  of  linseed  oil,  shipped 
on  board  the  James  H.  Shepherd,  at  Antwerp,  and  consigned 
to  the  defendants  at  this  port. 

The  goods  were  shipped  under  a  bill  of  lading,  in  French, 
of  which  the  following  is  a  translation : — 

I»  J.  Ainswc«th,  captain  of  the  American  ship  James  H. 
Bhepherd,  at  present  at  Antwerp,  bound  for  New  York, 
acknowledge  to  have  received  on  board  my  said  ship,  in  good 
order ^  firom  Messrs.  F.  &  J.  Badart  Freres,  thirty-two  casks  of 
linseed  oil,  containing  together  twenty  thousand  and  sixty* 
three  litres,  which  I  bind  myself  to  deliver  at  the  said  place, 
toell-conditianedy  excepting  the  perils  of  the  sea,  to  order,  they 
paying  me  for  freight  two  American  cents  per  gallon,  and  no 
more ;  for  the  accomplishment  of  which  I  bind  myself,  my 


1  Compare,  also,  on  the  right  to  explain  a  bill  of  ladinj;^,  Manchester  v. 
Milne,  ante,  115 ;  Goodrich  v.  Norris,  ante,  196 ;  Baxter  v,  Leland,  ante,  848. 
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pffoperty,  and  my  said  ship,  freight  and  equipmeirty  and*  have 
signed  four  receipts  of  the  same  tenor  and  of  one  effiict 

Done  at  Antwerp,  March  10, 1848. 

Contents  unknown-^^no^  aceotmtablmfor  leakage. 

JaUE9    AlIfSWOXTH. 

Thirty-one  of  these  casks  of  oil  were  safely  delivered  to  the 
respondents,  the  consignees,  in  New  York.  The  other  cask 
was  found,  on  unlading,  to  have  been  broken,  and  its  contents 
had  escaped.  The  consignees,  considering  that  the  vahie  of 
the  oil  lost,  including  duties  paid  upon  the  lost  oil,  as  a  part 
of  the  invoice,  exceeded  the  amount  due  for  freight,  and  that 
the  carriers  were  liable  for  the  loss,  refused  to  pay  the  ohaiges 
for  freight,  and  this  suit  was  accordingly  brought  by  the  ship- 
owners, to  recover  it  The  amount  claimed  was  $89l20. 
Other  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 
JHortimer  Porter^  for  the  libellants. 

Edgar  Loga/n^  for  the  respondents* 

Bbtts,  J.  This  action  is  by  the  owners  of  the  ship  James 
H.  Shepherd,  to  recover  the  freight  of  thirty -two  casks  of  lin* 
seed  oil  from  Antwerp  to  New  Y<xk.  Thirty^ne  of  these 
casks  were  delivered  to  the  defendants,  as  consignees.  One 
cask,  of  the  capacity  of  two  hundred  and  six  gallons,  was 
found,  on  discharging  the  vessel,  to  be  broken,  and  its  con- 
tents had  leciked  entirely  out.  The  value  of  the  oil  lost,  in- 
eluding  sixteen  dollars  duties  paid  upon  it  by  the  consignees, 
exceeds,  it  is  contended,  the  amount  of  freight  stipulated  for 
the  transportation  of  the  thirty-one  casks.  And  the  question 
between  the  parties  is,  upon  which  this  loss  shall  fsSL 

The  liability  of  the  ship-owners  is  fixed  pnmtf  fade  by  the 
bill  of  lading,  as  between  the  parties  to  it ;  and  considering 
the  defendants  to  have  no  other  rights  than  those  of  the  own- 
ers of  the  goods  shipped,  the  burden  is  on  the  respondents  to 
show  an  adequate  excuse  for  not  delivering  the  entire  cai]go. 
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eonfdniiably  with  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading.  Abbott  an 
Shipp.  323 ;  Curtis  cm  Mereh.  Seam.  169.  Tbe  acknowleclg^ 
ment  by  the  bill  of  lading  tbat  the  cargo  waB  received  in  good 
condition  ia  primd  facie  evidence  th^t,  so  far*as  indicated  by 
the  external  appearance  of  the  casks,  it  was  in  good  order 
when  laden  on  the  ship.  It  is  not,  indeed,  conclusive  upon  the 
Hbellants.  They  are  at  liberty  to  show  that  the  loss  resulted 
from  inherent  insufficiency  or  concealed  defects  in  the  cask, 
cor  other  facts  constituting  an  adequate  cause  for  its  breakage, 
without  fault  or  negligence  on  their  part*  It,  howev^,  de- 
volves upon  them  to  supply  satisfactory  proof  that  the  admis- 
sion made  in  the  bill  of  lading  is  inaccurate,  and  that  this 
cask  was  not  received  by  the  ship  in  good  condition. 

The  exculpation  set  up  is,  that  the  cask,  when  sent  to  the 
ship,  was  rotten  and  insufficient  to  bear  the  weight  of  oil  in 
it,  and  the  handling  necessary  for  lading  and  unlading  it 
Such  defects  of  the  cask,  not  discernible  to  the  carrier  on  an 
ordinary  examination,  will  undoubtedly  relieve  him  of  respon- 
sibility in  case  of  the  loss  of  its  contents  in  the  course  of  trans- 
pcortaiion.  Story  on  Bailm.  §  492.  But  this  insufficiency  of 
the  package,  and  the  fact  that  it  was  the  cause  of  the  loss, 
must  be  proved*  It  is  not  to  be  presumed  from  the  circum- 
stences  that  the  goods  weie  not  safely  delivered. 

The  libellants  have  undertaken  to  establish  the  fact,  by 
proving  the  broken  cask  was  in  appearance  old,  decayed,  and 
lotten;  and  from  that  cofadition  of  infirmity,  they  contend 
the  leakage  was  owing  to  the  insufficient  state  of  the  ca^ 
and  not  to  any  negligence  or  improper  act  of  the  master  or 
erew. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  pertinency  and  weight 
of  those  suppositions  and  inferences,  for  the  libellants  have 
not  sncoeeded  in  showing  that  the  injury  to  the  cask  did 
actually  arise  from  its  insufficiency  to  mistain  the  ordinary 
tifeatment  of  lading  and  stowage  on  board.  Several  respect- 
sHbte  and  intelligent  witnesses  have  been  examined,  who  ex- 
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press  the  opinioD,  that  £rom  the  present  state  and  appearance 
of  the  broken  stave,  it  would  not  have  borne  rolling  ovor  a 
stone  or  other  bard  substance,  in  getting  it  to  the  ship,  or 
being  let  down  iieavily  on  dunnage  of  wood  in  the  course  of 
stowage.  The  stave  was  crushed  inwardly  near  the  bUge. 
The  fracture  was  manifestly  caused  by  the  ca^  encountering 
a  sudden  shock  or  pressure.  The  ligaments  of  the  stave  are 
severed  by  being  driven  inwardly  in  a  splintered  state,  but 
held  in  contact  without  being  actually  broken  short  o& 
Some  of  the  witnesses  inferred  this  appearance  of  the  firao* 
tuie  was  caused  by  prying  the  cask  with  a  lever  of  iron  oi 
other  hard  material,  in  endeavoring  to  lift  it  or  move  it  ia 
stowing ;  but  all  agree  that  the  break  could  not  result  merely 
from  the  resting  of  the  cask  on  its  bed  and  supporters,  in  the 
manner  the  evidence  shows  it  was  dunnaged  on  board,  /This 
testimony  displaces  all  ground  of  presumption  that  the  break* 
age  arose  from  any  inherent  defect  of  the  cask.  The  opinion 
of  all  the  witnesses  and  the  exhibition  of  the  stave,  demon* 
strates  that  the  fracture  must  have  been  produced  by  consid- 
erable external  violence,  and  could  not  result  from  the  work- 
ing of  the  cask  in  its  place  on  board. 

Admitting,  then,  that  the  shippers  were  bound  to  supply 
casks  of  strength  sufficient  to  bear  the  ordinary  usage  in  stow- 
ing, it  is  incumbent  upon  the  libellants  to  prove  that  this  one 
came  to  the  ship  in  a  broken  state,  or  in  such  condition  that 
the  loss  befel  it  without  any  act  of*  carelessness  on  their  part. 
The  call  upon  them  to  make  this  proof  is  pertinent  and  the 
more  stringent,  as  it  appears  that,  before  the  cargo  was  ex- 
posed to  sea-perils,  the  pumps  threw  up  oil  from  the  hold,  and 
on  examination  of  the  stowage  at  the  time,  this  cask  was 
found  empty.  The  strong  presumption  upon  the  evidence  is, 
that  the  injury  happened  in  lading  the  cask  on  board,  while 
it  was  under  the  responsibility  of  the  respondents. 

It  is  to  be  remarked,  that  the  opinions  of  witnesses  respect 
ing  the  inherent  defectiveness  of  the  cask  are  strongly  contraf 
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dictory,  and  the  indirect  evidence  from  that  source  must  be 
received  with  great  caution.  Many  coopers  and  others,  ex- 
perienced in  this  business,  pronounce  the  cask  a!  sound  and 
sufficient  one  for  the  transportation  of  oil.  Some  consider  its 
long  use  as  a  whale-oil  cask  tended  to  strengthen  it,  and  that 
it  was  at  that  time  as  sufficient  to  cairy  linseed  oil  as  when 
new,  whilst  others  considered  its  long  service  had  softened 
and  enfeebled  the  stave  so  as  to  destroy  its  tenacity.  TRose 
who  carefully  inspected  the  stave,  and  picked  the  fibres  of 
wood  in  presence  of  the  Comt,  disagree  in  their  opinions 
whether  there  was  any  decay  or  want  of  strength  in  it.  The 
weight  of  evidence  in  point  of  numbers  is,  in  that  respect, 
with  the  respondents. 

I  think  the  libellants  have  failed  to  prove  that  the  loss  of 
the  oil  in  this  case  was  owing  to  the  defectiveness  and  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  cask,  and  the  respondents,  on  their  part,  have 
proved  no  more  than  that  it  was  carefully  and  safely  stowed, 
and  that  the  fracture  cannot  reasonably  be  ascribed  to  im- 
proper stowage ;  that,  however,  does  not  satisfy  the  bill  of 
lading,  nor  excuse  them  from  delivering  the  entire  cargo. 

The  decree  must  accordingly  be,  that  the  value  of  the  oil 
be  deducted  and  allowed  the  respondents  against  the  demand 
of  the  libellants  for  freight 

If  the  parties  do  not  agree  between  themselves  in  tne  ad- 
justment of  the  amount,  let  a  reference  be  taken  to  a  com- 
missioner to  state  it. 

K  the  loss  equal  in  amount  the  freight,  a  decree  will  be 
entered  dismissing  the  libel,  with  ciosts ;  if  a  balance  remains 
payable  to  the  libellants,  they  will  take  a  decree  for  the 
amount,  with  costs. 

84* 
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BuoKER  V.  Elorkobter* 

The  maritime  coarts  of  this  country  and  of  England  are  not  without  jurisdictiou 
over  actions,  whether  in  rem  or  in  personaniy  between  foreigners. 

Bat  as  a  general  mle,  both  the  Amerxan  and  English  conrts  will  dodine  to  entaf- 
tain  snch  actions,  excepting  where  it  is  manifestly  neoessary  that  they  aboold  da 
so,  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice. 

A  stipulation  in  shipping  articles,  by  which  the  master  and  crew  of  a  foreign  ves- 
sel, about  to  sail  to  this  country,  agree  that  they  will  not  sue  in  any  coarts 
abroad,  bnt  will  refer  all  diepates  to  the  ooarts  of  their  owa  oovntry  for  adjadi- 
cation,  is  lawM  and  binding,  and  will,  in  general,  be  respected  and  enforced  \ff 
the  American  courts. 

But  where  the  interests  of  justice  require  it  to  be  disregarded— «.  g,,  where  the 
▼oyage  is  broken  np  in  an  American  port,  by  some  other  oaoso  than  die  wreck 
of  the  vessel,  or  where  the  man  is  discharged  or  becomes  entitled  to  a  dlBchaige 
by  reason  of  improper  treatment — the  American  courts  will  entertain  a  eait  by 
a  foreign  seaman  for  his  wages,  notwithstanding  his  stipulation  in  the  articles 
not  to  sue  mitil  his  return  home. 

Under  the  practice  in  this  country,  the  approval  of  the  eonsid,  or  otther  reprasea* 
tative  of  the  nation  to  which  foreign  seamen  beloqg,  ii  not  absolutely  necessary 
to  the  maintaining  of  a  suit  between  them. 

It  seems  that  a  deviation  from  the  voyage  for  which  foreign  seamen  shipped.  Is 
not  a  ground  upon  which  our  courts  should  entertain  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  for 
wages,  where,  by  the  ariicles,  the  libeHants  have  stipulated  to  sue  in  their  0wn 
country  only. 

Unseaworthiness  of  a  vessel  releases* the  crew  from  obligation  to  sail  with  her; 
and  op  showing  such  condition  of  the  vessel,  and  that  they  left  her  on  that 
account,  they  may  maintain  an  action  in  personam  for  wages  here,  although  all 
partien  are  fbretguers,  and  are  under  agreement  not  to  sue  while  abroad. 

A  report  that  a  ship  is  seai^rthy,  made  by  marine  surveyors,  upon  occasion  of  the 
crew  demanding  to  leave  her  for  unseaworthiness,  is  not  conclusive  against  the 
crew,  in  a  subsequent  action  for  wages,  after  leaving. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam^  by  Oerhard  Bucker  against 
Henry  Klorkgeter,  master  of  the  bark  Padfio,  to  reeover  wages 
as  seaman. 

The  libellant,  a  foreigner,  shipped  at  Bremen  on  board  the 
Pacific,  for  a  voyage  to  New  Yoik,  elsewhere  and  back.  Artt- 
cles  to  that  effect  were  signed  by  him.  The  original  agre^^ 
ment  and  an  admitted  translation  of  it  were  put  in  eividence 
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in  the  cause.  By  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  the  libellant 
bound  himself,  under  penalty  of  forfeiture  of  wages,  not  to 
leave  the  vessel  abroad,  and  not  to  ask  his  dismissal  nor  any 
wages  due,  of  foreign  courts ;  and  also  agreed,  that  if  any 
difference  arose  between  himself  and  the  master,  he  would 
bring  no  action  therefor,  excepting  in  the  courts  of  Bremen, 
after  the  end  of  the  voyage ;  and  that  he  would  appear  in  the 
courts  of  Bremen  and  await  their  sentence  in  reference  to  his 
s^vices  and  duties. 

The  Pacific,  after  arriving  at  New  York,  was  despatched  to 
Havana,  and  returned  thence  to  New  York.  The  libellant 
performed  both  voyages  in  her. 

She  was  then  loaded  and  made  ready  for  a  voyage  to 
Madeira.  While  she  was  lying  in  the  North  River,  the  crew, 
inclu<}ing  the  libellant,  refused  to  go  in  her,  alleging  that  she 
was  unseaworthy,  and  they  demanded  a  survey.  Marine  sur- 
veyors were  accordingly  called  in  to  examine  the  ship.  After 
trying  the  pumps,  and  finding  that  although  she  leaked,  she 
did  not  make  water  so  fast  but  that  she  could  be  kept  free 
with  about  five  minutes  working  of  the  pumps  per  hour,  they 
certified  that  she  was  seaworthy.  The  respondent  and  the 
Bremen  consul  then  required  the  crew  to  make  the  voyage ; 
but  they,  including  the  libellant,  refused  to  go  in  her,  still  in- 
sisting that  she  was  unsafe  an^  unseaworthy. 

Another  crew  was  then  shipped  and  the  bark  put  to  sea. 
In  about  five  days  she  returned  in  distress.  She  had  encoun- 
tered heavy  weather  during  this  absence,  in  which  she  was 
much  strained.  A  more  careful  survey  was  then  had,  and 
she  was  pronounced  unseaworthy ;  and  her  cargo  being  un« 
kden  and  her  hull  examined,  she  was  found  rotten  through* 
out,  and  not  worth  repairing.  Her  hull  and  masts  were  sold 
at  auction  for  $25,  and  on  the  same  day  were  resold  by  the 
purehaser  for  $200,  to  be  broken  up,  they  b^g  found  useless 
for  any  other  purpose. 

The  respcmdent  refused  to  pay  the  libellant  his  wages,  and 
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no  provision  was  made  by  the  Bremen  consul  for  his  support 
here,  or  for  his  return  home» 
E.  C.  Benedict,  for  the  libellant. 

I.  The  crew  were  under  no  obligation  by  the  articles  to  go 
with  the  vessel  to  Madeira.  The  articles  did  not  bind  them 
to  return  to  New  York  after  leaving  it  for  another  port ;  nor 
were  they  bound  to  go  from  New  York  to  more  than  one 
other  port  This  obligation  they  had  already  fulfilled  by  the 
trip  to  Havana ;  and  the  attempted  voyage  to  Madeira  was  a 
deviation  from  that  contemplated  by  the  articles. 

II.  The  stipulation  in  the  articles  referring  all  matters  in 
dispute  to  the  Bremen  courts,  rests  evidently  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  the  vessel  would  return  to  Bremen.  The  contract  is, 
that  the  libellant  will  bring  no  action  except  in  the  courts  of 
Bremen,  after  the  end  of  the  voyage.  This  contemplates  a 
return  to  Bremen  ;  and  the  stipulation  can  have  no  applica- 
tion under  an  emergency  wholly  unprovided  for  by  the  arti- 
cles, namely,  the  entire  breaking  up  of  tiie  voyage  in  this 
country. 

HI.  The  failure  of  the  voyage  by  the  unseaworthiness  of 
the  ship  brings  the  case  within  a  well-recognized  exception  to 
that  general  doctrine,  that  the  courts  of  this  country  will  not 
interfere  in  the  disputes  of  foreigners.  The  seamen  had  a 
right  to  leave  the  vessel  if  sha  was  unseaworthy.  It  is  trae 
the  presumption  is  against  them  upon  this  point ;  but  if  upon 
the  trial  the  libellant  has  proved  her  unsafe  at  the  time  when 
he  left  her, — ^which  has  clearly  been  done, — ^he  has  established 
his  right  to  refuse  to  sail.  The  certificate  of  the  first  sur- 
veyors does  not  prevent  libellant  from  showing  the  ship  to 
have  been  in  fact  unfit  to  sail. 

T.  Tuckery  for  respondent 

I.  The  stipulation  in  the  articles  is  lawful,  and  should  be 
enforced  in  this  Court  by  a  dismissed  of  the  suit.  Thompson 
V.  The  Catharina,  1  Pet.  Adm.  R.  104 ;  Willendson  v.  The 
Forsoket,  B.  197. 
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£L  M(»reover,  tiiis  Court  will  not  take  cognizance  of  con- 
troversies between  foreigners,  even  in  the  absence  of  such 
agreement. 

III.  The  certificate  of  th^  snrveyof s  upon  the  first  survey 
was  conclusive  upon  the  men,  as  to  the  condition  of  the  vessel. 
That  she  was  afterwards  found  nnseaworthy  is  not  surpris* 
ing,  nor  is  it  inconsistent  with  the  truth  of  the  fivst  certificate, 
when  the  evidence  as  to  the  weather  encountered  by  her 
during  the  attempted  voyage  to  Madebra  is  taken  into  view. 
The  leaving  tbe  vessel  after  the  surveyors  had  reported  hex  in 
g9od  condition  was  a  forfeiture  of  the  wages  claimed. 

a 

Betts,  J.  An  exception  is  taken  on  behalf  of  the  respon- 
dent to  tbe  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  this  ease,  upon  two 
grounds  *w — 

1.  Upon  the  general  ground  that  maritime  courts  will  not 
entertain  suits  for  wages  brought  by  foreign  seamen  against 
foreign  masters  or  owners. 

2.  Upon  the  terms  of  the  shipping  articles,  by  which  the 
libeliant  agreed  that  if  any  difference  arose  between  him  and 
tbe  respondent,  he  would  bring  no  action  theorefor,  except  in 
the  courts  of  Bremen,  after  the  end  of  the  voyage ;  and  that 
he  would  appear  in  the  courts  of  Bremen,  and  await  their 
sentence,  in  reference  to  hte  services  and  duties. 

In  respect  to  ibe  question  raised  by  the  first  objection,  it  is. 
su£Bcient  to  say,  that  the  nature  and  limits  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  Admiraltv  Courts  of  the  United  States  over  suits  between 
foreigners  have  been  several  tinaes  brought  under  careful  con^ 
sideration  in  this  Court  And  while  I  recognize  very  sufficient 
reasons  why  our  courts  should,  in  general,  decline  to  take 
jurisdiction  of  such  controversies,  yet  I  am  dear  that  the 
power  exists,  and  that  the  Court  may  hear  and  determine  an 
aetion  of  this  description  between  foreigners,  whenever  the 
general  interests  of  justice  demand  that  it  should  be  done. 
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The  reasons  for  this  view  were  fully  stated  in  Davis  v.  Leslie,^ 
{MS8.)  1848. 

A  further  question  arises,  however,  upon  the  effect  of  that 
stipulation  in  the  shipping  articles  which  limits  the  libellant^ 
in  case  of  controverBy,  to  a  resort  to  the  courts  of  Bremen  tbt 
redress.  » 

Such  stipulations  in  the  shipping  articles  are  regarded  by 
the  American  courts  as  valid.  A  contract  by  which  the  sea- 
man binds  himself  not  to  sue  in  any  case,  or  not  to  sue  in  the 
proper  court,  or  in  the  courts  of  his  own  country,  is  not  to  be 
supported.  But  a  stipulation  in  a  shipping  contract  between 
foreigners,  by  which  the  parties  bind  themselves  rtbt  to  sue  ex- 
cept in  the  courts  of  their  own  nation,  is  lawful  and  should  be 
sustained.  Thompson  v.  The  Catharina,  1  Pet.  Adm.  R.  104. 
And  I  believe  it  to  be  the  recognized  doctrine,  as  now  eatab* 
lished  in  our  courts,  in  respect  to  suits  by  foreign  seamen  for 
their  wages,  where  the  shipping  contract  contains  a  provis- 
ion of  this  kind,  that  if  the  contract  remains  in  force,  and  the 
voyage  is  yet  unended,  the  courts  will  decline  jurisdiction, 
especially  if  the  suit  is  not  sanctioned  by  the  representatives, 
diplomatic  or  commercial,  of  the  nation  to  which  such  sea- 
men belong.  Abbott  on  Shipp.  786  and  note;  Cuflh  on 
Merck,  Seam.  369  and  note. 

The  English  and  American  tribunals,  however,  new&t  de- 
cline  jurisdiction  in  these  cases,  when  the  voyage  is  broken 
up,  or  the  seamen  discharged,  or  other  emergency  has 
occurred,  entitling  them  clearly  to  their  wages.  A  leading 
authority  on  this  point  is  the  case  of  The  Wilhelm  Frederick, 
(1  Hogg".  Adm.  R.  138,)  between  which  and  the  case  now 
before  me  are  many  points  of  resemblance.^  That  cause  vwts 
instituted  against  the  ship  by  the  seamen  for  their  wages* 


I  Reported  ante,  128.    See,  also,  The  Napoleon,  Olcotf,  208 ;  The  Infanta, 
ante,  283 ;  One  Hundred  and  Ninety-four  Shawls,  ante,  317. 
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Tbe  owners  appeared  under  protest  to  the  jurisdiction,  based 
on  the  following  facts :  The  owners  were  subjects  of  the 
King  of  the  Netbedands,  and  the  ship  was  a  Dutch  ship. 
Previous  to  sailing  from  Amsterdam,  the  crew  had  stipulated 
by  the  slipping  articles  that  none  should  have  a  right  to  take 
proceedings  at  law  against  the  master  in  foreign  ports,  but 
^11  disputes  and  complaints  against  the  master  shoidd  be  set- 
tled or  prosecuted  on  arrival  in  their  own  country.  In  ,case 
the  ship  while  abroad  should  be  sold,  or  condemned,  or  the 
continuation  of  the  voyage  be  suspended,  so  as  to  render  it 
necessary  tp  discharge  the  crew,  the  master  was  to  make  a 
settlement  with  every  one  upon  terms  prescribed  in  the  arti- 
cles,  and  no  one  should  claim  a  larger  sum ;  and  in  case  the 
master  should  be  remiss  in  the  p^ormance  of  his  duty,  the 
injury  was  to  be  made  good  at  Amsterdam.  On  the  arrival 
of  the  ship  at  Cowes,  she  was  surveyed ;  and,  in  consequence 
of  the  damage  she  had  received,  was  found  to  be  utterly  un- 
able  to  proceed  ^on  her  voyage,  the  further  prosecution  of 
which  was,  therefore,  abandoned,  and  the  men  discharged  on 
a  tender  of  wages  and  a  passage  home,  which  they  refused. 
The  owners  abandoned  the  ship  to  the  discretion  of  the  mas- 
ter, who  assigned  her  in  trust  to  pay  the  wages,  and  for  otner 
purposes.  The  protest  to  the  jurisdiction  was  overruled. 
Lord  Stowell  says :  ^^  The  owners  had  abandoned  the  ship  to 
the  discretion  of  the  captain,  who  assigns  her  over  to  British 
creditors,  at  Cowes.  Here,  then,  was  a  disclaimer  by  the 
owners  of  their  own  articles  of  agreement ;  their  contmct  with 
the  seamen  was  at  an  end ;  and  I  am  satbfied  that  the  sea- 
men may,  under  these  circumstances,  proceed  on  the  general 
law  to  establish  their  claims." 

On  similar  grounds,  actions  by  foreign  seamen  for  wages 
have  been  sustained,  notwithstanding  such  stipulations,  by 
the  English  common-law  courts.  In  Sigard  t;.  Roberts,  (3 
-Eip.  71,)  and  in  Ldmland  r.  Stephens,  {lb.  269,)  the  plaintiffs 
were  under  articles  which  contemplated  a  settlement  of  dis- 
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putes  between  the  master  and  crew  in  the  coiirte  of  their  own 
country  only ;  yet  in  both  these  cases  the  action  in  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  was  sustainedi  upon  the  ground,  in  the  first 
case,  that  the  master  had  discharged  the  seamen ;  and,  in  the 
second,  that  the  seaman  had  received  ill  treatment  from  the 
master,  which  entitled  him  to  a  discharge.  This  jurisdiction 
is  also  sustained  by  a  dictum  of  Mr.  Justice  Le  Blanc,  in 
Hulle  V.  Heightman,  4  JEsp.  75.  But  see  Gienar  v.  Meyer, 
2  H.  Blackst.  603. 

In  the  courts  of  the  United  States  the  same  course  has 
been  followed ;  and  while,  in  general,  our  courts  will  respect 
*  and  enforce  a  stipulation  between  a  foreign  master  and  his 
crew,  which  limits  them  to  suing  in  their  own  country,  they 
have  frequently  asserted  both  the  power  and  the  willingness 
to  grant  relief  to  a  seaman,  notwithstanding  such  an  agree- 
ment, whenever  the  interests  of  justice  demand  that  they 
should  do  so.  Cases  in  which  the  voyage  was  broken  up  ot 
ended  in  this  country,  or  in  which  the  men  were  discharged 
here,  have  been  specified  €is  those  in  which  the  courts  would 
most  readily  enforce  the  payment  of  wages  due,  although,  by 
the  strict  letter  of  his  contract,  the  seaman  was  forbidden  to 
asK  their  aid.  Aertsen  v.  The  Aurora,  Bee's  Adm.  R,  160. 
In  one  respect,  indeed,  the  American  courts  show  a  greater 
favor  to  seamen,  in  these  cases,  than  do  the  courts  of  Great 
Britain ;  for  the  former  proceed,  irrespective  of  any  inter* 
ference  on  behalf  of  the  seaman  by  his  consul  or  other  national 
representative,  whilst  the  English  courts  would  seem  still  to 
insist  that  the  sanction  of  such  an  officer  to  the  action  shall 
be  procured,  unless  the  nature  of  the  case  forbids.  The  Wil- 
helm  Frederick,  1  Hogg.  Adm.  K  138 ;  Edw.  Adm.  Jur.  12&. 

I  am  clear  that,  notwithstanding  a  stipulation  of  this  sort, 
the  courts  of  the  United  States  are  open  for  the  protection  of 
foreign  seamen,  left  destitute  within  their  jurisdiction,  by 
improper  discharge,  or  by  the  breaking  up  of  the  voyage  for 
any  other  cause  than  the  wreck  of  the  vessel. 
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I  have  never  been  disposed,  however,  to  entertain  jurisdic- 
tion in  those  cases  in  which  the  ground  upon  which  the  Court 
is  asked  to  disregard  the  stipulation  prohibiCng  the  suit  is  a 
deviation  of  the  foreign  ship  from  the  voyage  contemplated 
in  the  articles.  Judge  Peters  has,  indeed,  intimated  that  a 
gross  deviation  would  be  a  legitimate  ground  for  the  interpo- 
sition of  the  local  courts.  Moran  v.  Bauden,  2  PeL  Adm.  R, 
415 ;  and  see  Weiberg  v.  The  St  Olofi;  lb.  428.  But  I  have 
always  considered  questions  of  deviation  to  be  fitly  referable 
to  the  home  tribunals.  They  are  best  able  to  determine  what 
the  obligations  and  rights  of  Hxe  respective  parties  may  be 
imder  the  apparent  change  of  the  agreement. 

I  should  not,  therefore,  entertain  this  action  because  of  the 
proposed  voyage  to  Madeira,  upon  which  the  bark  entered, 
and  her  deviation  thereby  from  the  voyage  described  in  the 
shipping  agreement ;  and  had  the  point  been  the  right  of  the 
libeilant  to  ieave  the  vessel  for  that  cause,  I  should  have 
referred  him  to  the  courts  of  Bremen  for  redress. 

This  is  not  the  case,  however.  The  crew  refused  to  serve 
on  board,  because  of  the  unseaworthiness  of  the  ship.  They 
left  upon  that  allegation,  openly,  and  with  the  knowledge  of 
the  master  and  consul.  This  circumstance,  also,  takes  away 
from  their  departure  the  character  of  a  desertion,  endeavored 
to  be  given  to  it  by  the  defence.  If  done  unwarrantably,  the 
men  may  have  incurred,  under  the  law  maritime,  a  penalty 
equivalent  to  the  value  of  their  wages ;  but  the  refusal  to  go 
to  sea  in  a  ship  found  to  be  leaking  constantly,  and  which 
they  desired  to  leave  for  no  other  cause,  would  not  amount  to 
a  technical  desertion.  I  think,  therefore,  that  neither  the  po- 
sition taken  in  favor  of  the  libeilant  that  he  could  rightfully 
abandon  the  vessel  because  of  her  deviation  from  the  voyage 
agreed  Upon,  nor  that,  on  the  part  of  the  respondent,  that  the 
refusal  to  sail  was  a  desertion,  and  involved  a  forfeiture  of 
the  right  to  wages,  is  maintainable. 

The  case  then  turns  upon  the  question,  whether  the  vessel 
VOL.  I.  35 
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was  unseaworthy  at  the  time  of  the  libellanf  s  refosal  to  sail 
in  her ;  and  I  think  it  clear  upon  the  evidence  that  she  was. 
The  slight  and  Exceedingly  unsatisfactory  examination  made 
by  the  marine  surveyors,  on  giving  their  certificate  of  sea- 
worthiness, even  if  it  could  operate  to  put  the  men  in  the 
wrong,  in  case  no  facts  had  afterwards  been  brought  oat 
respecting  the  condition  of  the  vessel,  cannot,  nor  can  their 
formal  certificate,  avail  against  the  clear  and  indubitable  evi- 
dence furnished  within  a  week  after,  that  the  ship  must  have 
been  at  that  time  totally  unsafe  to  undertake  the  voyage  she 
was  to  enter  upon.^  It  is  alleged  that  she  encountered  heavy 
Weather  in  the  short  time  during  which  she  was  out,  and  was 
greatly  strained  in  it ;  yet  if  the  fact  were  so,  the  state  of  the 
weather  would  have  no  connection  with  the  condition  of  en- 
tire rottenness  in  which  her  whole  body  was  found  on  her 
return.  It  cannot,  upon  the  proofs,  be  matter  for  question, 
that  the  ship  was  not  merely  unseaworthy  in  a  nautical  sense, 
but  was  moreover  unfit  and  unsafe  for  any  navigation  what- 
ever. 

The  libellant  took  the  risk  of  making  out  the  unseaworthi- 
ness of  the  vessel,  in  justification  of  his  refusal  to  remain  by 
her ;  and  having  done  so  completely,  under  circumstances 
demonstrating  that  such  was  her  condition  when  he  asserted 
it  and  left  her,  he  is  entitled  to  every  advantage  that  can  arise 
from  the  clear  establishment  of  that  fact  afterwards,  with  the 
same  effect  as  if  it  had  been  brought  to  light  at  the  time  of 
her  sailing.  Manifestly  one  consequence  is,  that  he  was 
released  from  all  obligation  or  duty  to  go  to  sea  in  her.  And 
it  follows  no  less  certainly  that  the  voyage  being  broken  up 
because  of  the  destruction  of  the  ship  for  rottenness,  the  Ubel- 
lant  is  entitled  to  his  wages  upon  his  contract,  as  upon  its 
full  and  faithful  performance  on  his  part     The  stipulation  to 

»  On  the  effect  of  a  marine  survey,  see  the  authorities  cited  by  Smithy 
arffuentio,  in  The  Lucinda  Snow,  an(€y  d05. 


JANUAEY,  1849.  411 


Rose  V.  Niles. 


refer  all  actions  to  the  Bremen  courts,  contained  in  the  arti- 
cles in  this  case,  relates,  by  its  terms,  to  an  anticipated  ending 
of  the  voyage  at  that  port.  It  cannot  be  accepted  as  govern- 
ing the  case  of  an  entire  breaking  up  of  the  voyage  in  a 
foreign  country,  by  a  sale  of  the  ship,  as  in  this  instance,  for 
incapacity  to  prosecute  and  complete  it.  To  give  that  effect 
to  the  contract  would  be  not  only  wrongful  and  oppressive  to 
the  seamen,  but  would  render  it  deceptive  and  fraudulent  in 
respect  to  their  rights  and  remedies,  inasmuch  as  the  master 
would  have  it  in  his  own  power,  by  disposing  of  his  vessel 
abroad,  to  cut  them  off  from  aU  recovery  of  wages.  The 
master  abandons  the  vessel  in  this  port  as  worthless,  and 
leaves  the  libellantto  take  care  of  himself; — ^accordingly  he 
is  liable  for  wages  ahead/  earned,  for  the  necessary  support 
of  the  libellant  here,  and  for  means  sufficient  for  his  return 
home.  It  must  be  referred  to  a  commissioner  to  ascertain 
these  amounts,  giving  the  respondent  allowances  for  past 
payments,  and  for  the  earnings  of  the  libellant  since  he  left 

the  vessel. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Rose  v.  Niles. 

A  female  offered  as  a  witness  and  objected  to,  upon  the  ground  that  she  is  the  wife 
of  the  party  calling  her,  cannot  be  examined  to  disprove  the  marriage  when 
there  is  sufficient  evidence  fUiunde  before  the  Coart  to  raise  a  presumption  of 
marriage. 

This  was  a  libel  inpersonam^  filed  by  George  Rose  against 
Hiram  Niles  and  John  R.  Wheeler,  to  recover  seamen's 
wages. 

The  libel  demanded  wages  for  navigating  the  canal  boat 
Emerald,  owned  by  the  respondents,  from  Troy  to  New  York, 
and  for  remaining  with  and  keeping  her  afterwards,  upon  an 
alleged  agreement  to  pay  libellant  one  dollar  per  day,  with 
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board,  for  these  services.  The  answer  denied  the  agreement 
charged,  and  that  the  services  alleged  were  rendered. 

The  libellant  offered  the  deposition  of  one  Jolia  Eemble, 
taken  out  of  C!ourt  in  the  cause,  in  sapport  of  the  allegations 
of  the  libel.  The  respondents  objected  to  it  as  incompetent, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  witness  was  the  wife  of  the  libellant 
To  sustain  the  objection,  they  proved  by  several  witnesses, 
that  the  proposed  witness  and  the  libellant  cohabited  together 
as  man  and  wife,  and  had  declared,  in  presence  of  each  other, 
that  they  were  married.  It  was  also  shown  that  the  woman 
had  on  one  occasion  stated,  in  the  presence  of  libellant, 
the  time  and  place  of  their  marriage,  without  contradiction 
from  him.  So  also,  the  libellant  had  spoken  of  her  to  others 
as  his  wife,  in  her  absence,  but  dtflring  the  cohabitation. 

The  libellant  then  proposed  to  prove,  by  the  deposition  of 
Julia  Kemble  herself,  that  she  was  not  his  wife.  This  depo- 
sition the  Court  excluded  as  incompetent,  and  this  ruling 
raised  the  principal  question  in  the  case. 

A,  C.  Morrill^  for  the  libellant. 

K  F,  Marbwry^  for  the  respondent. 

Betts,  J.  In  my  judgment,  the  primd  fade  proof  of  mar- 
riage made  by  the  respondents,  renders  the  deposition  of  the 
supposed  wife  inadmissible  even  to  disprove  the  marriage. 

There  can  be  no  pretence  that  the  libellant  is  authorized  to 
call  in  the  testimony  of  his  wife  in  his  own  behalf,  and  the 
only  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  a  woman  is  a  com- 
petent witness  for  a  man,  to  disprove  a  mairiage  in  f^ct  with 
him,  when  there  is  sufficient  evidence  aliunde  to  establish  a 
legal  marriage  between  them.  As  a  general  rule,  it  is  well 
settled  that  proof,  such  as  was  made  in  this  case,  of  cohabi- 
tation, with  admissions  and  reputation  of  marriage,  authorize 
the  presumption  that  a  legal  marriage  was  had.  Morris  r. 
Miller,  4  Bv/rr,  2056 ;  Reed  v.  Passer,  Peake's  Cos.  231 ;  Her- 
vey  u.  Hervey,  2  W.'BlacksU  877;  Fenton  v.  Reed,  4  Johns, 
52 ;  Jackson  v.  Claw,  18  lb.  346. 
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It  was  formerly  a  subject  of  debate  in  the  English  courts, 
whether  a  woman  who  had  lived  in  a  meretricious  state  with 
a  man,  but  under  representations  by  him  that  she  was  his 
wife,  was  not  an  incompetent  witness  for  or  against  him  in 
all  respects  as  if  the  parties  were  legally  married.  It  was 
contended  that  in  ordinary  cases,  and  especially  where  the 
relation  was  still  subsisting  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  the  testi- 
mony of  the  mistress  was  open  to  nearly  the  same. objection 
on  the  score  of  interest,  as  that  of  the  wife,  since  her  testi- 
mony would  tend  to  increase  or  preserve  the  fund  to  which 
she  looked  for  her  support  And  it  was  also  urged,  with  more 
force,  that  it  was  against  public  policy  and  morcds  to  give  to 
persons  living  together  in  an  illicit  connection,  under  the  pre- 
tence that  it  was  a  lawful  one,  a  power  to  aid  each  other  by 
their  testimony  which  was  denied  those  cohabiting  in  the 
relation  of  husband  and  wife.  And  this  view  received  some 
seeming  sanction  from  a  ruling  of  Lord  Kenyon  in  1782, 
(cited  in  Campbell  v,  Tren:ilow,  1  Price^  81.)  The  prisoner  in 
that  case  was  tried  on  a  charge  of  forgery.  Being  a  man  of 
competent  education,  he  addressed  the  Court  in  his  defence 
with  considerable  effect.  In  the  course  of  his  speech,  he  fre- 
quently alluded  to  a  woman  who  then  accompanied  him,  and 
whom  he  spoke  of  as  his  wife ;  and  he  concluded  by  offering 
lier  evidence  in  corroboration  of  some  facts  which  h«  had 
stated.  When  the  objection  of  her  being  his  wife  was  taken, 
he  said,  that  they  were  not  in  fact  married.  But  his  Lordship 
would  not  permit  him  to  call  her,  after  having  spoken  of  and 
represented  her  as  his  wife.  And  he  was  convicted  and  exe* 
cuted.  In  the  case  of  Campbell  v.  Tremlow,  (1  Pricey  81,) 
the  question  was  much  discussed  but  not  decided.  In  the 
case  of  Batthews  v,  Ghdindo,  (3  Carr.  if  P.  238 ;  14  Eng. 
Com.  LaWf  284,)  Chief  Justice  Best  ruled  at- Nisi  Priusj  that 
a  woman,  living  with  a  man  as  his  wife,  was  incompetent  to 
testify  for  him ;  but  a  new  trial  was  granted  on  this  point. 
4  Bi/ngh.  610 ;  15  iSng*.  Com.  LaWy  88.     The  Court  were  unan- 

36* 
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imous  in  holding  that  the  objection  went  to  the  credit  of  the 
witness  only,  and  that  the  witness  conld  not  be  excluded  as 
incompetent  Chief  Justice  Best  says :  "  The  ground  on 
which  I  think  mgr  decision  at  Nisi  Ptius  wrong,  is  this,  that  the 
principles  on  which  the  rejection  of  testimony  rests,  have  been 
greatly  narrowed  in  late  times,  and  are  directed  rather  to  the 
credit  than  the  competency  of  witnesses.  It  is  now  generally 
agreed  that  the  principles  of  our  law  of  evidence  are  too  nar- 
row, and  that  much  inconvenience  is  produced  by  a  too  &e* 
quent  exclusion  of  testimony.  The  true  principle  to  foUow  on 
such  occasions  is,  that  the  witness  is  not  to  be  excluded,  un- 
less de  jure  the  wife  of  the  party.  Where  the  situation  of  the 
female  may  be  changed  in  a  moment,  and  is  so  different  from 
that  of  a  wife,  who  cannot  be  separated,  it  is  much  better 
that  the  objection  should  go  to  the  credit  than  to  the  compe- 
tency of  the  witness."  And  it  is  now  regarded,  I  think,  as 
settied  in  England,  that  the  disqualification  extends  only  to 
the  case  of  parties  united  by  a  lawful  marriage,  or  by  a  rela- 
tion considered  equivalent  thereto.^  1  Phil,  Ev,  4S ;  Stdrk. 
Ev.  Pt.  4,  711 ;  Roscoe  Grim.  Ev.  147  ;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  339. 

The  same  question  was  raised  in  1820  in  the  Oyer  and 
Terminer  in  New  York  city,  before  Van  ^ess,  Judge  of  the 
Supreme  Court ;  Colden,  Mayor ;  and  Jay,  Recorder ;  in  a  cap- 
ital oase,  (Randall's  case.  City  Hall  Recorder  for  1820, 141.) 
The  Court  there  held  a  woman  an  incompetent  witness  for  the 
prisoner,  be  having  cohabited  with  her,  representing  her  to  be 
his  wife,  although  he  gave  evidence  that  they  were  not  actu- 
ally married,  when  by  mutual  agreement  they  commenced 
cohabiting  together.  This  was  undoubtedly  carrying  the  rule 
to  the  extreme;  and  although  decided  by  three  most  experi- 
enced and  able  Judges,  the  case  would  probably,  on  revision 


1  As,  for  example,  where  the  parties  have  lived  together  believing  them- 
selves to  be  lawfully  married,  but  the  marriage  is  discovered  to  be  invalid. 
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at  this  day,  be  qualified  so  far  as  not  to  hold  the  cohabitation 
and  admissions  conclusive  as  to  their  status^  except,  perhaps, 
in  respect  to  the  civil  liabilities  of  the  man  and  the  rights  of 
their  children.  It  goes  greatly  beyond  the  present  case,  for 
here  no  evidence  is  offered  to  disprove  the  marriage  except 
that  of  the  woman  herself.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Massa- 
chusetts would  seem  to  countenance  the  doctrine  declared  in 
Randall's  case ;  for  it  held  the  reputed  husband  who  offered 
evidence  showing  that  a  connection  which  he  had  represented 
to  be  lawful  was  in  fact  void,  as  being  within  the  prohibited 
degrees,  to  be  estopped  firom  founding  any  advantage  upon 
his  own  guilt  or  infamy.  Divoll  v,  Leadbetter,  4  Pick,  220. 
See  also  Mace  v.  Cadell,  Cotvp,  232. 

I  suppose  the  true  distinction  to  be,  that  while  a  party  is 
forbidden  to  contradict  representations  of  this  character,  in 
cases  where  third  parties  have  acted  upon  such  representa- 
tions and  cohabitation,  by  giving  credit,  or  otherwise  acquir- 
ing rights  or  incurring  responsibilities,  (1  Chreenl.  Ev.  §  207 ; 
2  lb.  462,)  such  representations  are  not  absolutely  conclusive 
upon  a  mere  question  of  the  competency  of  one  as  a  witness 
for  the  other,  in  a  case  in  which  the  rights  of  third  persons  are 
not  thus  involved.  I  should,  therefore,  receive  the  deposition, 
if  there  were  before  me  competent  evidence  that  the  witness 
was  not  in  reality  the  wife  of  the  libellant. 

There  is,  however,  a  further  question  in  the  case ;  for  the 
evidence  6n  the  part  of  the  respondents  amounted  to  primd 
facie  proof  of  a  marriage  de  facto  et  de  jwre ;  and  the  only 
evidence  offered  by  the  libellant  to  rebut  this  presumption, 
and  remove  the  apparent  incompetency,  was  the  testimony  of 
the  supposed  wife  herself.  But  she  already  stood  before  the 
Court  in  the  character  of  the  lawful  wife  of  libellant,  and 
as  such  must  be  excluded  firom  Jiestifying  for  him  until  the 
disqualification  is  removed. 

The  only  case  I  have  seen  which  conflicts  with  this  view  is 
that  of  Allen  v.  Hall,  (2  Nott  Sf  McC.  114,)  where  the  Court 
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declare  that  if  the  proof  of  marriage  is  only  presamptiye,  the 
supposed  husband  and  wife  are  competent  witnesses  to  disprove 
it.  As  I  understand  that  case,  the  presumptive  proof  of  mar- 
riage which  the  Court  ruled  was  conclusive  unless  rebutted, 
arose  from  cohabitation  only.  But  if  the  case  is  to  have  a 
broader  effect,  and  applies  to  all  proof  short  of  actual  mairiagei 
it  would  be  difficult  to  sustain  it,  or  even  to  reconcile  it  with 
the  principle  declared  by  the  Court  in  that  very  case, — ^viz.  that 
the  parties  are,  by  force  of  the  presumption,  proved,  as  re- 
spects themselves,  to  be  man  and  wife.  For  while  that  rela- 
tion subsists,  they  are  incompetent  to  testify  for  each  other.' 


I  In  the  case  of  Scheaph  v,  Szadeczky,  (1  Abbott's  Pr.  R.  366,)  nearlj  the 
same  question  arose  in  the  New  York  Common  Pleas.  That  was  an  action 
for  enticing  away  the  plaintiff's  wife.  Evidence  having  been  put  in  by  the 
plaintiff,  that  he  and  the  alleged  wife  had  lived  together  as  man  and  wife, 
were  reputed  to  be  such,  and  frequently  admitted  that  they  sto6d  in  that  relar 
tion  towards  each  other ;  the  defendant  afterwards  offered  to  prove  by  the 
testimony  of  the  alleged  wife  herself,  that  bhe  had  never  been  married  to 
the  plaintiff.  It  was  contended  (on  the  authority  of  Peat's  case,  2  Lew.  Cr, 
288;  Wakefield's  case,  lb.  278  ;  Allen  v.  Hall,  2  Nott  ^  McC.  114  ;  Stevens  o. 
Moss,  Coujp.  693 ;  Mace  v.  Cadell,  lb.  232 ;  King  v.  Bromley,  6  T.  H  330 ; 
POultney  i;.  Fairhaven,  Brayt.  185 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Littlejohn,  15  Mxiss. 
413  ;  Phil.  Ec.  88  n.  163  and  192  ;  1  Greefd.  Ev.  §  339  ;  to  which  might  be 
added  Wells  v.  Fletcher,  5  Carr.  §•  P.  12  ;  S.  C.  24  Eng.  Cam.  Law,  192,) 
that  the  evidence  of  marriage  being  merely  prima  facie,  the  witness  was  com- 
petent to  disprove  it.  It  was  held,  however,  that  she  was  properly  excluded ; 
that,  there  being  proof  of  marriage  already  in  the  case  when  she  was  offered 
as  a  witness,  that  proof  was  sufficient  to  establish  the  marriage,  in  the  absence 
of  all  proof  to  the  contrary,  so  far  as  to  render  the  witness  incompetent 

There  may  seem  to  be  an  inconsistency  in  the  principle  laid  down  in  this 
case  and  in  the  text,  and  those  cases  where  on  an  indictment  for  forcibly  ab- 
ducting and  marrying  a  woman,  such  female  has  been  received  as  a  witness. 
This  was  done  in  Brown's  case,  (1  Ventr.  243,)  upon  the  authority  of  Ful- 
wood's  case,  {Cro.  Car.  488.  See  also  The  Ring  v.  Fezas,  4  Mod.  8 ;  B<ic. 
Abr.f  tit  Marr.  and  Div.  D.  1 ;  Respublica  v.  He  vice,  2  Yeates,  114,)  where  the 
female  was  admitted  to  prove  the  force  used  to  accomplish  the  marriage ;  and 
also  in  Perry's  case,  (Bristol  Assizes,  794,  cited  in  MacnaUy's  Ev.  181,) 
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The  fact  of  marriage  arising  in  cases  before  courts  of  law 
must,  unquestionably,  be  determined  by  a  jury ;  and  because 
their  determination  of  facts  is  more  absolute  and  conclusiye 
than  the  decision  of  a  Court  of  Equity,  Canonical,  or  Admi- 
ralty jurisdiction,  being  less  open  to  revision  and  correction 
by  appeal  to  higher  tribunals,  greater  precaution  is  exercised 
in  the  admission  of  evidence,  and  its  quality  is  more  strictly 
scrutinized  on  jury  trials,  yet  a  common  principle  must  prevail 
substantially  with  all  courts  in  determining  the  legal  character 
of  evidence.  And,  as  I  understand  the  law  of  evidence,  so 
long  as  a  person  stands  in  the  relation  of  husband  or  wife, 
he  or  she  is  prohibited  from  testifying  in  behalf  of  the  other. 
The  disability  must  be  removed  by  evidence  from  other 
sources.  I  hold,  accordingly,  that  the  deposition  of  Julia 
Kemble,  offered  by  the  libellant,  is  inadmissible. 

The  libellant  further  attempted  to  prove  the  allegations  of 
his  libel  by  the  cross-examination  of  witnesses  offered  by  the 
respondents.  In  this  attempt  he  wholly  failed.  The  depo- 
sition upon  which  he  relied  being  excluded,  his  claim  stands 
before  the  Court  unsupported  by  evidence. 

The  libel  must  be  dismissed  with  costs,  but  without  preju- 
dice to  any  action  which  the  libellant  may  hereafter  bring  for 
the  same  cause. 


where  the  female  was  examined  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  to  prove  the  mar- 
riage voluntary.  The  true  ground  of  these  cases  appears  to  be,  that  the  pros- 
ecution must  be  allowed  ex  necessitate  to  call  the  female  to  prove  the  force, 
and  that,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  she  is  competent  to  disprove  it  at  the 
call  of  the  defendant 
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A  Court  of  Admiralty  has  not  jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  recover  wages  for  ser- 
vices in  a  voyage  upon  a  canal  not  connecting  navigable  lakes  or  difTerent  States 
or  Territories. 

Nor  will  the  fact  that  a  small  portion  of  the  voyage  is  through  pnblic  navigable 
waters,  give  jurisdiction,  if  the  main  end  contemplated  by  the  contract  was  a  ser- 
vice  upon  such  canal. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam  for  wages,  by  Edward  McCor- 
mick against  Edwin  R.  Ives  and  John  Chambers.  ^ 

The  libel  set  out  a  shipping  contract,  whereby  the  respon- 
dents employed  the  libellant  to  perform  a  voyage  in  the  canal- 
boat  Camden,  then  in  New  York,  to  Buffalo,  and  back  to 
New  York, — principally  between  Albany  and  New  York^ — 
at  $30  a  month ;  and  then  averred  that  in  pursuance  of  the 
agreement,  the  libellant  entered  on  board  the  vessel  on  May 
4, 1848,  and  proceeded  therewith  to  Albany,  and  thence  back 
to  New  York ;  and  so  continued  in  the  employ  of  the  respon- 
dents until  about  December  1, 1848,  when  be  was  discharged. 
The  libel  claimed  a  balance  of  $102.29. 

William  Jay  Haskett^  for  libellant 

H>  S,  Mackay,  for  respondents. 

I.  The  libellant  must  succeed  on  the  case  stated  in  his  libel, 
or  not  at  all.  That  proceeds  on  a  hiring  in  a  canal  boat,  des- 
tined on  a  voyage  "  from  New  York  to  Buffalo,"  and  avers 
the  services  to  have  been  performed  "principally  between 
Albany  and  New  York.''  It  avers,  also,  that  the  boat  "  pro- 
ceeded with  the  libellant  on  board  to  Buffalo  and  back  to 
New  York."  The  libel,  schedule,  and  proof  show,  that  what- 
ever services  the  libellant  rendered,  were  in  pursuance  of  an 
entire  and  indivisible  contract,  to  serve  in  a  canal  boat  on  a 
canal  route. 

II.  It  follows  fxqpi  the  first  point,  that  the  libellant  could 
not,  at  the  hearing,  as  he  attempted  to  do,  set  up  a  new  or 
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distinct  demand,  separate  and  separable  in  itself,  by  going  for 
services  performed  on  the  river  alone,  irrespective  of  the  gen- 
eral contract  or  hiring  stated  in  his  libel,  and  which  was  also 
shown  by  the  proof. 

III.  The  case,  therefore,  presents  one  of  the  hiring  of  a 
hand  to  serve  on  a  canal  boat  on  trips  from  New  York  to 
Bii&lo,  in  the  doing  of  which  by  far  the  greater  portion  of 
the  services  were  rendered  on  the  canal ;  in  which  case  this 
Conrt  has  not  jurisdiction. 

IV.  No  decree  can  be  given  for  that  portion  of  the  general 
services  which  were  performed  on  the  river,  (admitting  such 
to  be  of  Admiralty  cognizance,)  1.  Owing  to  the  indivisibility 
of  the  claim.  2.  The  want  of  allegation  to  support  it  in  the 
Ubel.  3.  The  oppression  and  injustice  which  would  result  to 
both  parties,  by  exposing  them  to  two  separate  suits  in  two 
distinct  tribunfds  for  one  and  the  same  demand. 

V.  It  is  not  necessary  to  plead  the  want  of  jurisdiction,  as 
neither  consent  or  acquiescence  can  confer  it  Whenever  the 
want  of  it  appears,  the  Court  must  dismiss  the  suit.  Although 
here  the  protestcmdo  with  which  the  answer  begins  and  the 
objection  with  which  it  concludes,  do  distinctiy  allege  and  set 
up  the  want  of  jurisdiction.  That  is  in  equity,  and  so  here, 
an  answering  demurrer. 

VL  But  there  is  no  jurisdiction  in  this  case  on  other 
grounds.  1.  A  canal  boat  proper,  such  as  this,  belongs,  as  a 
machine,  to  the  waters  of  the  canal.  It  is  a  fresh-water  fish, 
and  when  it  gets  into  the  sea  or  its  waters,  it  is  out  of  its  ele- 
ment. In  other  words,  what  it  does  on  rivers,  bays,  and  creeks 
on  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide  is,  by  the  by,  and  merely  tem- 
porarily incident  to  its  main  and  essential  object,  which  is  to 
traverse  the  surface  of  the  waters  of  the  canal.  It  has  no 
capacity  for  or  adaptation  to  any  of  the  purposes  of  a  sea  or 
river  craft  It  is  a  log  upon  the  water,  without  the  aid  of  ex- 
•  trinsic  force.    On  the  canal  it  depends  on  the  power  of  horses 
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moving  on  the  land  for  its  progress,  and  on  the  river  on  tugs 
for  its  headway.  It  is  no  more  a  ship,  or  craft,  that  falls  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  Admiralty,  than  a  horse-cart  or  a  steam-car 
that  might  be  lamiched  into  a  river  and  buoyed  upon  its 
waters ;  nor  do  the  hands  bear  any  of  the  merits  or  character- 
istics of  the  sailor,  or  of  persons  connected  with  shipping. 
2.  The  act  of  Congress  of  1845,  by  declaring  that  canal  boats 
shall  not  be  proceeded  against  in  Admiralty,  in  remy  not  only 
shows  the  legislative  sense  eis  to  their  want  of  nautical  char- 
acter, but  also,  by  denying  jurisdiction  over  the  boat,  has  by 
necessary  implication  also  taken  away  jurisdiction  over  the 
person  for  services  in  any  such  boat,  as  if  the  boat  be  not  a 
sea  craft  in  respect  to  which  a  libel  could  be  filed  in  rem^  juris- 
diction of  the  person  would,  for  the  same  reason,  fail,  for  that 
cannot  be  a  maritime  contract  in  respect  to  a  hulk  which  is 
not  itself  of  Admiralty  cognizance. 

Betts,  J.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  matters  of 
defence  set  forth  by  the  respondents  in  their  answer,  as  an 
objection  to  the  recovery  is  taken  which,  is  fatal  to  the  libel- 
lant's  claim,  upon  the  case  as  made  by  himself. 

The  objection  is,  that  the  contract  of  hiring  was  one  entire 
contract  for  the  navigation  of  a  boat  firom  New  York  to  Buf- 
falo, and  back  firom  Buffalo  to  New  York,  each  way  through 
the  Erie  Canal ;  and  that  this  Court  cannot  take  jurisdiction 
over  an  agreement  of  this  description. 

The  averment  of  two  or  three  trips  made  between  New 
York  and  Albany  or  Troy  and  back,  and  the  proofs  given  of 
these  particular  services,  do  not  aid  the  libellant,  for  they 
were  all  under  the  one  employment,  the  boat  failing  to  mn 
out  the  whole  extent  of  the  voyage  contracted,  only  when 
fireight  could  be  had  but  for  a  portion  of  it 

The  Court  has  repeatedly  held,  upon  the  principles  estab- 
lished in  The  Thomas  Jefferson,  (10  WhecU.  428,)  The  Phce- 
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bus,  (11  Pet.  175,)  and  in  other  analogous  cases,^  that  this  class 
of  contracts  are  not  suable  in  Admiralty.  The  main  end 
contemplated  was  a  service  upon  the  canal,  and  the  contract 
could  not  be  severed,  so  as  to  give  a  remedy  upon  one  por- 
tion of  it  in  a  maritime  court,  leaving  the  residue  to  be  sued 
upon  in  a  court  of  common  law. 

I  do  not  now  consider  the  question,  whether  the  act  of  Con- 
^ss  of  July  20, 1846,  (9  U.  8.  Stats.  38,  c.  60,  §  1,)  in  relation 
to  canal  boats,  which  forbids  jurisdiction  in  rem  to  any  United 
States  Court  over  canal  boats,  for  the  wages  of  any  person  or 
persons  who  may  be  employed  on  board  thereof,  or  in  navi- 
gating the  same,  affects  also  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts 
against  owners  in  personam^  or  against  that  class  of  vessels 
when  employed  on  tide*waters ;  because,  upon  the  allegations 
of  the  libel,  and  the  proofs  in  the  cause,  I  hold  that  the  action 
cannot  be  maintained. 

The  transit  of  the  boat  from  New  York  to  Bufialo,  and 
reversely  from  Buffalo  to  tide-water  at  Troy  or  New  York,  is 
not  an  employment  of  the  boat  in  business  of  commerce  and 
navigation  between  ports  and  places  in  different  States  or 
Territories  upon  the  lakes  and  navigable  waters  connecting 
the  said  lakes,  within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress, 
approved  February  26,  1845,  (5  U.  S.  Stats.  726,)  which 
extends  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  to  cases  of  that  char- 
acter, so  that  an  implication  can  be  raised  that  this  form  of 
action  may  be  sustained  upon  the  instance  side  of  the  Court 
upon  that  description  of  contract 

Libel  dismissed  with  costs. 


1  The  principle  determined  in  the  cases  cited,  was,  that  the  Admiralty 
Courts  of  the  United  States  have  no  jurisdiction  of  a  contract  for  senrices  in 
a  voyage  substantially  to  be  performed  upon  a  river,  and  above  the  ebb  and 
flow  of  the  tide.  Since  the  time  when  the  decision  in  the  text  was  made,  the 
case  of  The  Thomas  Jefferson  has  been  reversed,  in  The  Propeller  Genesee 
Chief  V.  Fitzhugh,  (1 2  Hou>,  443,)  where  it  is  held,  that  the  Admiralty  jurisdio- 
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a 

There  is  no  role  of  practice  governing  proceedings  in  Admiralty  suits  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  which  requires  either  party  to  give  the  other  notiqe  of  a  final  decree, 
otherwise  than  by  adopting  the  proper  means  for  enforcing  it. 

A  decree  from  which  an  appeal  may  be  taken,  cannot  be  executed  within  ten  days 
after  it  has  been  rendered ;  but  the  delay  is  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  fayor 
the  right  of  appeal,  and  the. mere  entry  of  the  decree  is  notice  to  all  parties. 

Under  the  rules  promulgated  by  the  Supreme  Court,  execution  properly  issues 
against  stipulators,  summarily  upon  the  decree  rendered  against  their  principals; 
the  giving  the  stipolation  being  regarded  as  a  submission  by  the  stipulator  to 
such  decree  as  may  be  rendered  against  the  party  for  whom  he  is  bound. 

The  act  of  Congress  of  August  23,  1842,  (4  U.  S.  Stats,  518,  §  6,)  conferring  upon 
the  Supreme  Court,  power  to  regulate  the  practice  of  the  Circuit  and  District 
Courts,  taken  in  connection  with  the  rules  promulgated  by  the  Supreme  Court  un- 
der that  act,  in  1845,  operates  as  a  suspension  of  the  acts  of  Congress  of  1839 
and  1841,  abolishing  imprisonment  for  debt  on  process  issuing  out  of  the  United 
States  Courts  in  all  cases  where,  by  the  local  law,  it  would  be  abolished. 

Since  the  adoption  of  the  rules  of  1845,  parties  are  liable  to  arrest  and  imprison- 
ment on  process  issuing  out  of  the  United  States  Courts,  irrespectiTe  of  subse- 
quent legislation  in  the  several  States  abolishing  imprisonment  on  like  process. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam^  filed  by  Levi  Gaines  against 
John  H.  Travis,  to  recover  wages  as  seaman. 

Former  proceedings  in  the  cause  are  reported,  ante^  297. 

The  cause  now  came  before  the  Court  on  a  motion  on  be- 
half of  the  stipulator  for  the  respondent,  to  set  aside  the  pro- 
ceedings subsequent  to  the  final  decree,  and  to  discharge  him 
fi'om  arrest. 

S.  Sanxapj  for  the  motion. 

A^lcmson  Nash^  opposed. 

Betts,  J.  This  is  a  motion  on  behalf  of  McKee,  the  stipula- 
tor for  the  respondent  in  the  cause,  to  set  aside  all  proceedings 


tion  of  the  District  Courts  of  the  United  States  extends  to  the  navigable  lakes 
and  rivers  of  the  United  States  without  regard  to  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tidei 
of  the  ocean.  The  reasoning  of  this  case  does  not  apply,  however,  to  canals, 
and  the  decision  does  not  impur  the  authority  of  Uie  case  given  above. 
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therein  subsequent  to  the  final  decree,  and  also  to  discharge 
McEee  firom  arrest  on  a  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  issued  upon 
the  decree. 

It  appears  upon  the  papers  an4  minutes  of  Court,  read  on 
the  motion,  that  the  cause  was  brought  to  hearing  upon  proofs 
given  in  Court,  in  September  term  last 

The  matter  in  contestation  was  the  liability  of  the  respon- 
dent to  pay  to  the  proctor  of  the  libellant  the  taxable  costs 
which  had  accrued  in  the  case. 

Circumstances  intervened  after  the  argument  which  pre- 
vented the  Court  considering  and  deciding  the  cause  until 
November  term  last,  when  a  decree  was  rendered  in  favor  of 
the  libellant 

Early  in  December,  his  proctor  served  on  the  proctor  of  the 
respondent  a  copy  of  the  bill  of  costs,  with  due  notice  of  tax- 
ation. 

The  bill  was  returned  by  the  respondent's  proctor  with  a 
note,  stating  that  he  had  not  yet  received  notice  of  any  decis- 
ion in  the  case,  and  saying,  "  when  I  do,  if  it  is  against  me,  I 
shall,  I  think,  most  certainly  appeal."  This  note  was  dated 
December  5th.  The  libellant's  proctor  proceeded  notwith^ 
standing,  to  tax  his  costs,  and  having  perfected  the  decree, 
issued  a  writ  of  capiat  ad  satisfaciendum  thereon. 

The  decree  entered  was  against  the  respondent,  and  McKee, 
his  bail  or  stipulator,  for  the  amount  of  taxed  costs;  and 
McEee  was  imprisoned  upon  the  execution. 

These  proceedings,  it  is  alleged,  are  without  warrant  of 
law,  and  irregular ;  first,  because  the  decree  was  inoperative 
against  the  respondent  until  a  copy  with  a  notice  of  its  rendi- 
tion and  entry  waa;  served  on  the  proctor  of  the  respondent ; 
and,  secondly,  because  the  libellant  took  a  final  decree  sum- 
marily at  once  against  the  bail  or.  stipulator,  without  any 
process  against  him  or  warning  of  the  proceeding,  and  fol- 
lowed decree  so  obtained  by  peremptory  process  of  arrest. 

It  is  farther  contended,  that  if  the  regularity  of  the  practice 
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is  Buppoited  by  the  Court,  the  reapondent  and  his  sarety  are, 
by  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  exempt  from  imprisonment 
upon  the  judgment,  and  that  the  bail  is  accordingly  entitled 
to  instant  discharge  therefrom. 

The  first  objection  is  not  tenable.  This  Court  does  not 
pursue  the  practice  of  the  EngUsh  Admiralty  and  Ecclesias- 
tical  Courts  in  awarding  edicts  or  monitions  to  parties  to 
appear  in  Court,  and  hear  sentence  or  perform  it,  or  admonish 
their  fidejussors  to  do  so.  2  Bronme^s  Civ.  Sf  Adm,  L.  356, 
407,  429  ;  Clarke's  Praxis,  63,  65. 

The  multifarious  proceedings  connected  with  the  progress 
of  a  cause  through  its  different  stages  in  those  courts,  are 
here  dispensed  with,  and  after  issue,  an  Admiralty  cause  is 
put  upon  the  calendar,  brought  to  hearing,  and  disposed  of 
substantially  in  the  same  manner  as  suits  in  the  common-law 
courts.  Bettys  Adm.  Pr,  98.  The  omission  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  its  code  of  rules  adopted  in  1845,  to  change  the 
notorious  course  of  the  federal  courts  in  this  particulai, 
strongly  implies  its  sanction. 

No  rule  of  this  Court,  or  of  the  Supreme  Court,  renders  it 
necessary  for  either  parly  to  give  the  other  notice  of  a  final 
decree,  otherwise  than  in  employing  the  proper  means  for 
enforcing  it,  and  no  trace  of  such  practice  appears  in  any 
other  of  the  United  States  Courts.  Dutdap's  Adm.  Pr,  301 ; 
Conkling^s  Adm.  Pr.  703. 

If  the  case  is  appealable,  the  decree  cannot  be  executed  in 
this  Court  within  ten  days  after  it  has  been  rendered,  {DisL 
Ct.  Rules,  152) ;  but  it  is  not  made  incumbent  upon  the  party 
obtaining  the  decree  to  warn  the  other  when  that  period  of 
delay  will  expire. 

The  entry  apud  acta,  is  notice  to  all  parties.  The  delay 
or  suspension  of  execution,  is  for  no  other  purpose  than  to 
aid  the  party  in  exercising  his  right  of  appeal. 

In  oase  of  surprise  or  misapprehension,  the  Court  will 
always  interfere  on  motion  and  due  proofs,  and  enlarge  the 
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time  or  stay  execution  until  a  reasonable  opportunity  is 
afforded  to  perfect  an  appeal.  Except  to  that  end,  the  prac- 
tice in  this  Ck>urt  extends  no  indulgence  or  privilege  to  the 
parties  in  the  suit,  to  be  notified  or  advised  out  of  Court  of 
proceedings  in  respect  to  the  final  decree. 

The  libellant  is  not,  therefore,  chargeable  with  any  irregu- 
larity in  omitting  to  serve  a  copy  of  the  decree  on  the  respon- 
dent or  his  proctor. 

In  the  present  case,  it  is  admitted  that  the  respondent's 
proctor  was  informed  by  the  deputy  clerk  that  the  decree  was 
rendered  before  he  received  the  bill  of  costs  with  notice  of 
taxation,  which  of  itself  was  sufficient  intimation  to  put  him 
on  inquiry. 

The  proceeding  excepted  to  by  the  second  objection,  is 
comparatively  a  novel  one  in  the  practice  of  this  Court,  and 
therefore  deserves  more  critical  attention. 

Under  the  standing  rules  and  usages  of  the  Court,  it  had 
formerly  been  necessary,  In  order  to  enforce  the  undertaking 
of  stipulators,  to  proceed  by  independent  orders  and  notices, 
after  the  lapse  often  days,  to  bring  them  before  the  Court,  to 
show  cause,  why  execution  should  not  issue  against  them. 
Dist.  a.  Rules^  145 ;  Betts's  Mm.  Pr.  98. 

The  obligation  of  stipulators,  as  fixed  by  the  rules  of  this 
Court,  and  also  the  remedy  against  them,  have,  since  the  pro- 
mulgation of  these  rules,  been  essentially  altered  by  the  rules 
of  the  Supreme  Court 

The  bond  or  stipulation  in  this  case  was  taken  under  the 
latter,  {Sup,  Ct.  RuleSj  3);  and  the  condition  prescribed  by 
that  rule  is,  that  the  respondent  will  appear  in  the  suit,  and 
abide  by  all  orders  of  the  Court  interlocutory  or  final  in  the 
cause,  and  pay  the  money  awarded  by  the  final  decree  ren- 
dered in  Court.  And  the  rule  provides  that  '^  upon  such  bond 
or  stipulation  summary  process  of  execution  may  and  shall  be 
issued  against  the  principal  and  sureties  by  the  Court,  to  en- 
force the  final  decree."     It  appears  this  is  a  well-considered 
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direction  of  the  Court,  for  the  same  language  is  repeated  in 
Rule  4. 

The  practice  in  the  Massachusetts  courts  had  long  antece- 
dently been  in  conformity  with  that  provision,  {Dunlaj^s  Adm. 
Pr.  301-3) ;  and  in  this  Court,  since  1838,  execution  issued 
summarily  against  stipulators  if  the  original  decree  was  not 
satisfied,  (Dist  Ct.  Rules^  59) ;  although  the  stipulators  weie 
charged  by  distinct  proceedings.     Dist  Ct.  Butest  145. 

Under  the  Supreme  Court  rule,  however,  execution  goes 
against  stipulators,  upon  the  decree  against  the  principal ;  the 
sureties  subjecting  themselves  by  force  of  their  undertaking  to 
abide  and  fulfil  the  decree  against  the  principal.  Conkling's 
Adm,  Pr.  459-774.  This  practice  may  fall  within  the  usages 
familiar  also  to  courts  of  law  and  equity,  of  requiring  parties 
who  have  a  common  interest  in  questions  litigated  in  the 
same  court,  in  several  distinct  causes,  either  by  agreements 
or  stipulations  between  themselves,  or  by  express  order  of 
the  Court  to  abide  the  decision  of  the  subject-matter  made 
in  one  case  only.  Such  judgment  or  decree  thereby,  has  the 
same  effect  and  is  executed  in  like  manner  against  alL 

The  stipulator  under  this  rule  binds  himself  to  pay  the 
money  decreed  against  the  principal.  There  is  nothing,  there- 
fore,  left  open  for  him  to  question,  as  between  the  original 
parties,  after  a  final  decree  fixing  the  liability  of  the  principaL 
If  admonished  or  cited  by  sci.  fa.^  he  could  not  be  permitted 
to  set  up  error  of  any  kind  in  the  decree,  or  surrender  the  prin- 
cipal, or  invoke  prior  execution  upon  his  property,  and  all  the 
advantage  of  such  after-proceeding  would  be  to  afford  delay 
to  him  in  satisfying  the  terms  of  the  decree. 

The  Court,  however,  accepts  his  undertaking  as  placing 
him  in  a  common  predicament  with  his  principal,  and  as  a 
submission  of  himself  to  the  same  processes  upon  the  decree. 
Conkling's  Adm.  Pr.  774. 

The  execution  taken  out  in  this  case  was,  therefore,  author- 
ized by  Rule  4,  and  is  in  conformity  with  Rule  21 ;  and  the 
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objection  to  this  method  of  proceeding  cannot,  therefore,  be 
supported.^  • 

The  term  summaryy  when  used  in  relation  to  process,  means 
imn^ediate,  instantaneous.  This  in  no  way  interferes  with  the 
authority  of  the  Court  over  it,  whilst  in  progress  of  execution, 
but  it  is  i^ued  summarily  in  contradistinction  from  the  ordi- 
nary couJe  by  emanating  and  taking  effect,  without  interme- 
diate applications  or  delays. 

The  last  point  discussed  in  the  case  relates  to  the  effect  of 
the  non-imprisonment  acts  of  Congress  and  of  this  State,  and 
whether  a  stipulator  can  now  be  made  subject  to  arrest  and 
imprisonment  on  execution  upon  a  decree  in  the  Admiralty, 
for  breach  of  a  contract. 

A  preliminary  question  was  raised  as  to  the  regularity  of 
the  process  issued,  it  being  a  fi.  fa.  against  the  property,  with 
direction  to  arrest  the  person  in  case  no  property  was  found 
to  satisfy  the  decree. 

This  objection  is  not*  tenable.  Under  Rule  3  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  the  stipulator  becomes  subject  to  the  same 
decree  and  process  with  his  principal,  and  this  form  of  execu- 
tion is  authorized  by  Supreme  Court  Rule  21. 

The  two  acts  of  Congress  abolishing  imprisonment  for  debt 
on  process  issuing  out  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States, 
were  passed  February  28,  1839,  and  May  14, 1841.  4  U.  S. 
Slots.  321,  410. 

The  second  act  is  supplementary  to  and  declaratory  of  the 
first,  and  directs  it  to  ^^  be  so  construed  as  to  abolish  impris- 
onment for  debt  on  process  issuing  out  of  any  court  of  the 
United  States,  in  edl  cases  whatever,  where,  by  the  laws  of  the 
State  in  which  said  court  shall  be  held^  imprisonment  for  debt 
has  been  or  shail  hereafter  be  abolished.^^     The  act  of  1839,  in 
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terms  applied  only  to  the  laws  of  the  States  existing  at  the 
time  of  its  enactment 

The  Revised  Statutes  of  New  York,  in  force  when  both 
acts  of  Congress  passed,  direct  that  no  person  shall  be  arrested 
or  imprisoned  on  any  civil  process  issuing  out  of  amy  court  of 
laWy  or.  any  execution  issuing  out  of  any  court  ojLequitpy  in 
any  suit  or  proceeding  instituted,  for  the  recovery  of  any 
money  due  upon  any  judgment  or  decree,* founded  upon  con- 
tract, or  due  upon  any  contract,  express  or  implied,  or  for  the 
recovery  of  any  damages  from  the  non-performance  of  any 
contract.    1  Rev.  Stats.  807,  §  1. 

Regarding  the  State  statute  as  thus  incorporated  into  the 
act  of  Congress,  it  Would  manifest  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature to  Umit  its  application  to  arrests  and  imprisonments 
made  on  civil  process  issuing  out  of  courts  of  law,  and  ezeoh 
turns  only  issuing  out  of  courts  of  equity. 

This  Court  cannot  enlarge  the  repealing  force  of  the  statute 
beyond  the  plain  meaning  of  its  language,  nor  suppose  the 
legislature  looked  beyond  the  two  descriptions  of  process 
specifically  designated. 

The  distinction  between  courts  of  law,  equity,  and  admi- 
ralty, is  pointedly  marked  in  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States.  Const,  art  3 ;  Process  Acts  of  1789,  1792, 
and  1828  \  1  U.  8.  Stats.  93,  276.  It  is  directed,  that  the 
forms  of  writs,  executions,  and  other  process,  and  the  forms 
and  modes  of  proceeding  in  suits  in  those  of  common  law, 
shall  be  the  same  in  each  State,  as  used  or  allowed  in  the 
Supreme  Court  thereof,  in  those  of  equity,  and  in  those  of 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  according  to  the  princi- 
ciples,  rules,  and  usages  which  belong  to  courts  of  equity  and 
to  courts  of  admiralty  respectively,  as  contradistinguished  from 
courts  of  common  law.  Act  of  May  8, 1792  ]1  U.  &  8t(Us. 
276,  §  2.  The  act  of  May  19, 1828,  is  to  the  same  effect  in 
respect  to  States  admitted  into  the  Union  since  1789,  (A  U.  S. 
Stats.  278);  and  section  3  of  the  latter  act,  which  directs 
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executions  and  final  process  issued  on  judgments  and  decrees 
rendered  in  any  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  to  conform 
to  those  of  the  State,  plainly  limits  the  decrees  to  those  made 
by  courts  of  equity.  Manro  v.  Almeida,  10  Wheat.  473; 
Hind  ».  Vettis,  5  Pet.  298.  Power  is  given  the  courts  by 
these  acts,  to  vary  their  processes  at  discretidn,  and  so  as  to 
render  them  operative  entirely  beyond  like  process  issued  by 
State  courts,  ( The  United  States  t;.  Halstead,  10  Wheat.  51,) 
unless  Congress  has  regulated  the  subject  by  specific  enact- 
ments.    Duncan  v.  The  United  States,  7  Pet.  435. 

It  is  manifest  upon  this  succinct  summary  of  the  acts  of 
Congress  and  d^isions  of  the  United  States  Courts,  that  the 
State  statute  referred  to  has  no  application  to  arrests  and  im- 
prisonments un^^r  process  from  Courts  of  Admiralty.  Their 
practice  remains  as  it  was  declared  by  the  acts  of  1789  and 
1792,  and  as  altered  by  the  courts  under  the  authorization 
of  those  acts  and  that  of  1842,  to  be  adverted  to  hereafter. 
Gardner  v.  Isaacson,^  (MSS.)  1848. 

On  April  12, 1848,  the  legislature  of  New  York  passed  an 
act  <^  to  simplify  and  abridge  the  practice^  pleadings^  and  pro- 
ceedings of  the  courts  of  this  State."  By  section  153  of  that 
act,  it  is  declared,  that  "  No  person  shall  be  arrested  in  a  civil 
action  except  as  prescribed  by  this  act,"  and  then  specifies  the 
cases  in  which  a  defendant  may  be  arrested ;  none  of  which 
include  suits  or  contracts  without  fraud  or  deceit. 

A  libel  and  warrant  of  arrest,  m  personam  in  Admiralty,  is 
a  civil  action  within  the  proper  classification  of  remedies ;  and 
this  interdiction  of  arrest,  in  connection  with  the  act  of  1841, 
would  give  to  defendants  in  Admiralty  the  same  exemption 
from  arrest  as  defendants  have  under  processes  from  the  courts 
of  law  and  equity. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  Congress  may,  by  clear  enactment. 


1  Reported  ante,  141. 
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adopt  the  prospective  legislation  of  the  States,  and  impart  to 
it  the  effect  of  an  act  of  the  national  government  The  United 
States  V,  Paul,  10  Pet.  150.  Upon  the  same  principles,  Ck)n- 
gress  can  confer  on  the  United  States  Courts  power  to  regu* 
late  process  in  conformity  to  existing  State  laws,  or  direct  it 
to  be  conformed  to  future  legislation  of  the  State  upon  the 
subject     Ross  v.  Duval,  13  Pet.  45. 

All  regulations  relating  to  processes  of  courts  are  regula- 
tions of  practice.  10  Wheat.  1.  In  this,  the  United  States 
jurisprudence  is  wholly  distinct  and  independent  of  that  of 
the  States,  and  accordingly  the  local  methods  of  proceeding 
govern  the  United  States  Courts  only  in  e^  far  as  they  are 
sanctioned  by  authority  of  Congress  or  the  courts.  This 
authority  is  expressed  as  well  by  rules  which  the  courts  are 
empowered  to  prescribe,  as  specifically  by  statutory  enact- 
ment 

The  acts  of  Congress  to  abolish  imprisonment  for  debt, 
assume  to  ^ct  only  over  process,  and  are  merely  provisions 
regulating  the  practice  of  the  United  States  Courts.  They 
are  not  placed  upon  high  principles  of  humanity  or  public 
policy.  They  profess  no  more  than  a  purpose  to  conform  to 
the  processes  employed  by  the  States  where  the  courts  exercise 
jurisdiction,  forbidding  the  imprisonment  of  debtors  when  not 
allowed  by  the  laws  of  one  State,  and  permitting  it  wherever 
authorized  by  the  laws  of  others. 

Accordingly,  if  the  legislature  of  New  York  at  its  present 
session;  should  rescind  the  code  of  practice  promulgated  by  the 
last,  this  provision,  which  is  supposed  to  stand  in  connection 
with  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  14, 1841,  would  eo  instaiUi 
cease  to  have  influence  over  the  proceedings  of  the  United 
States  Courts. 

It  becomes  necessary,  therefore,  to  examine  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  1842,  to  ascertain  whether  this  matter  is  not  now 
withdrawn  from  the  regulation  of  the  State  legislature,  and 
specifically  provided  for  by  Congress. 
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The  act  of  Aagust  3, 1842,  (4  U.  &  Stats.  518,  §  6,)  confers 
upon  the  Supreme  Ck>urt  ^^  full  power  and  authority  to  pre- 
scribe and  regulate  and  alter  tiie  forms  of  writs  and  other 
process  to  be  used  and  issued  in  the  District  and  Circuit 
Courts  of  the  United  States,  and  generally  to  regulate  the 
whole  practice  of  said  courts." 

In  January  Term,  1845,  the  Supreme  Court  adopted  a  body 
of  rules  governing  the  United  States  Courts  in  Admiralty  pro- 
ceedings, and  the  portions  of  those  rules  before  cited  fully 
appoint  the  form  of  process  used  in  this  case. 

The  question  then  is,  does  the  existing  law  of  New  York, 
in  connection  with  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  14, 1841,  pre- 
vent the  operation  of  the  act  of  August  23, 1842,  and  the  rules 
of  the  Supreme  Court  established  under  ils  provisions  ? 

The  act  of  Congress  of  May  14, 1841,  at  the  time  of  its 
passage,  took  effect  the  same  as  if  it  had  incorporated  the 
State  enactment  of  1848.  It  thus  interdicted  the  arrest  and 
imprisonment  of  parties  prosecuted  in  matters  of  contract  dnd 
debt  in  this  Court,  suits  in  Admiralty  being  civil  actions. 

Upon  the  same  principle,  the  rules  of  the  "Supreme  Court 
of  1845,  are  to  be  regarded  as  acquiring  the  force  and  effect  of 
a  positive  enactment.  Congress  can  legislate  prospectively 
through  the  action  of  the  Supreme  Court  as  well  as  that  of  a 
State  legislature.  Manifestly  then,  the  act  of  1842,  carried  out 
by  embodying  the  rules  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  1845,  repeals 
or  suspends  so  much  of  the  act  of  1841,  and  its  complement  of 
State  laws,  as  stand  in  contradiction  to  it.  The  latter  law  reg- 
ulates the  form  and  effect  of  Admiralty  process,  and  reinstates 
tile  power  of  arrest  and  imprisonment  under  it  for  debt.  The 
law  of  New  York,  passed  subsequent  to  the  act  of  1842,  cannot 
supplant  or  suspend  the  provisions  and  effect  of  the  latter,  and 
restore  those  of  the  act  of  1841,  Congress  having,  by  the  act  of 
1842,  substituted  the  Supreme  Court  in  place  of  State  legisla- 
tures as  the  law-making  power  in  the  future  regulation  of  tiie 
{ffocesses  and  practice  of  the  courts,  the  action  of  the  Court 
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under  that  power  necessaiily  annuls  all  antecedent  and  subse- 
quent control  of  the  State  laws  over  the  subject.  So  long  as 
the  Supreme  Court  Rules  remain  unchanged  by  the  Ck)art  or 
Congress,  they  must  supply  the  absolute  law  of  practice  over 
the  subject. 

I  do  not  enter  into  the  discussion  whether,  upon  this  con- 
struction of  the  act  of  1842,  the  Supreme  Court  may  not  also 
extend  to  courts  of  law  and  equity,  the  same  power  to  arrest 
and  imprison  on  process,  that  is  given  in  Admiralty  cases. 
The  point*  is  not  before  me  for  adjudication ;  and  although 
that  is  a  legitimate  and  forcible  consideration  on  weighing 
the  probable  meaning  and  intent  of  Congress  in  the  entire 
provision,  it  is  not  in  my  judgment  of  such  force  as  to  justify 
me  in  holding  that,  the  Supreme  Court  had  misinterpreted 
their  powers  under  the  statute  in  relation  to  Admiralty  prac- 
tice, or  that  the  act  of  1841  should  be  expounded  to  draw 
within  its  provisions  cases  dearly  not  covered  by  it  at  its 
enactment,  and  brought  into  existence  by  State  legislation 
subsequent  to  the  act  of  1842,  and  the  rules  of  the  Supreme 
Court  established  under  its  authority. 

The  known  usage. in  the  Admiralty  Courts,  up  to  tie 
present  time,  to  arrest  for  debt  and  hold  to  bail,  or  imprison 
for  want  of  it,  upon  their  processes,  notwithstanding  the 
acts  of  Congress  of  1889  and  1841,  and  the  laws  of  State 
legislatures  abolishing  arrests  and  imprisonment  for  debt,  is 
impressive  evidence  that  Congress  acquiesced  in  ihe  judg- 
ments of  the  courts,  that  those  laws  did  not  govern  the  prac- 
tice in.  Admiralty;  mor^  especially  since  the  promulgation 
of  the  Admiralty  Rules,  in  1845,  by  the  Supreme  Court,  in 
which  the  authority  to  arrest  and  imprison  on  Admiralty  pro- 
cess, was  explicitly  recognized  and  declared.  And  the  prac- 
tice having  since  been  constant  and  opep  to  arrest  and  im- 
prison parties  on  ^le8ne  and  final  process,  from  the  Admi- 
ralty, it  must  be  accepted  that  Congress  intended  by  the  act 
of  1842,  to  place  the  regulation  of  this  branch  of  practice  ua- 
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der  the  direction  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  not  leave  it  sub- 
ject to  the  changeable  legislation  of  the  States. 

I  accordingly  pronounce  against  the  motion  on  all  the 
points  raised,  but  they  being  of  novelty  and  importance,  the 
decision  is  without  costs. 


Henry  v,  Curry. 

In  defence  to  a  libol  for  wages  as  cook  and  steward  by  one  William  Henry,  re- 
spondent pnt  in  shipping  artfcles  executed  by  William  Henderson  as  cook  and 
steward.  Held^  that  the  presumption  was  that  the  libellant  was  the  person  who 
had  entered  into  the  articles. 

Maritime  courts  will  not  lay  much  stress  on  an  objection  of  misnomer,  unsup- 
ported by  evidence  that  the  party  was  in  fact  not  known  by  the  name  ascribed 
to  him. 

It  8eem»,  that  where  original  shipping  articles  are  proved  before  a  commissioner, 
and  redelivered  to  the  vessel,  who  thereupon  pursues  her  voyage,  a  copy  certified 
by  the  commissioner  is  competent  evidence  upon  the  hearing. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam  by  William  Henry  against 
Frederick  Curry,  sued  as  Johnson,  master  of  the  bark  Alpine, 
for  wages. 

Alanson  Nash^  for  the  libellant. 

Griffin  4*  Laroque,  for  the  respondent. 

Betts,  J.  The  libellant  alleges  that  he  shipped  on  October 
24, 1848,  in  the  bark  Alpine,  as  cook  and  steweurd,  at  $16 
wages  per  month,  to  perform  a  voyage  from  Halifax,  Nova 
Scotia,  to  Sydney  and  New  York,  where  the  voyage  was  to 
terminate ;  and  that  he  performed  his  duty  on  board  up  to 
November  12th,  when  the  vessel  arrived  at  this  port  and  the 
voyage  ended.     He  claims  $9  balance  of  wages  due  him. 

The  answer  asserts  that  the  bark  is  a  British  vessel,  and 
the  libellant  a  British  seaman ;  and  that  the  voyage  for  which 
he  engaged  was  from  Halifax  to  various  ports  including  New 
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York,  and  to  Europe,  and  back  to  Biitiah  North  America, 
for  a  period  not  exceeding  one  year. 

The  original  artides  were  produced  on  the  preliminary 
hearing  before  the  commissioner,  and  identified  by  the  testir 
mony  of  the  chief  mate.  William  Eknder^on  is  entered 
therein  as  cook  and  steward.  The  name  is  signed  with  a 
cross  or  mark.  The  handwriting  of  the  witness  to  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  articles  by  Henderson  is  proved,  and  that  he 
resides  in  Nova  Scotia.  This  action  is  in  the  name  of  Wil- 
liam Henry. 

The  sufficiency  of  this  evidence  is  controverted  by  the 
libellant,  on  the  ground  that,  as  he  is  not  proved  to  have  been 
known  on  board  by  the  name  of  Henderson,  the  presumption 
is  that  he  came  out  as  a  substitute  for  Henderson,  but  never 
bound  himself  to  the  engagement  of  Henderson  by  subscrib- 
ing to  the  articles.  The  objection  is  also  extended  to  the  fur- 
ther suggestion,  that  even  if  proof  of  the  handwriting  of 
subscribing  witness  is  ever  adequate  evidence  of  the  execution 
of  articles,  it  can  be  so  only  on  the  exhibit  of  the  original 
articles  to  the  Court,  in  order  to  show  that  the  whole  trans- 
action wears  the  appearance  of  genuineness  and  correctness. 

The  libellant  having  brought  suit  for  wages  in  the  capacity 
of  cook  and  steward,  and  having  adopted  the  name  of  Wil- 
liam Henry,  it  is  incumbent  on  him  to  prove  that  to  be  his 
true  name ;  otherwise  the  inference  will  be,  that  he  is  the  per- 
son who  shipped  and  subscribed  the  articles  in  that  capacity. 
The  difference  in  surnames  is  not  so  great,  but  that  a  mis- 
conception  in  pronunciation  might  easily  occur;  and  mari- 
time courts  are  too  familiar  with  the  habit  of  sailors  to  assume 
a  variety  of  names,  to  lay  special  stress  on  an  objection  of 
misnomer,  unaccompanied  with  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
seaman  that  he  did  not  use  the  name  attached  to  the  articles, 
and  that  he  was  known  in  the  ship  by  a  different  one.  No 
evidence  is  offered  by  the  libellant  that  he  is  Willian  Henry 
and  not  William  Henderson;  and  since  he  assumes  to  him- 
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self  the  description  of  cook  and  steward,  applied  in  the  arti- 
cles to  William  Henderson,  it  must  be  presumed  by  the 
Court  that  he  is  the  person  who  entered  into  the  contract.  It 
is  moreover  to  be  observed,  that  the  libellant  is  not  very  exact 
in  his  recollection  and  statement  of  names.  He  sues  the 
master  by  the  name  of  Johjison^  but  gives  no  evidence  that 
anybody  on  board  did  not  perfectly  w^ell  know  that  his  name 
was  Ourry,  It  so  appeared  upon  the  articles,  and  was  proved 
to  be  his  true  name  by  the  testimony  of  the  chief  mate. 

The  original  articles,  after  having  been  examined  and 
Droved  in  presence  of  a  commissioner,  upon  the  hearing  on 
return  of  the  summons,  were  restored  to  the  vessel,  and  had 
gone  with  her  on  her  voyage.  A  copy  certified  by  the  com- 
missioner is  attached  to  the  depositions.  For  the  libellant,  it 
is  objected  that  such  copy  is  incompetent  evidence.  The 
cause  not  depending  upon  the  evidence  furnished  by  the  arti- 
cles, I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  go  into  the  discussion  of 
that  point ;  but  my  impression  is,  that  the  evidence  should  be 
regarded' competent  and  sufficient,  the  authentication  of  the 
articles  having  been  made  in  a  judicial  proceeding  in  tbe 
cause  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  20,  1790,  before  m 
magistrate  authorised  to  conduct  it. 

The  chief  mate  testifies  that  the  voyage  was  not  to  end  aA 
New  York,  but  was  to  be  continued  from  here  to  Ireland,  and 
back  to  Halifax,  and  that  the  libellant  shipped  for  the  voyage. 
No  evidence  is  furnished  by  the  libellant  showing  the  termi- 
nation of  the  voyage  at  this  port,  or  his  discharge  by  the 
master.  Upon  the  well-settled  doctrine  of  Admiralty  Courts, 
he  therefore  cannot  sustain  this  action,  irrespective  of  the 
nationality  of  the  vessel. 

But  suing  as  a  British  seaman,  for  services  on  board  a 
British  vessel,  his  claim  to  relief  in  this  Court  is  wholly  desti- 
tute of  merits. 

Libel  dismissed  with  costs. 
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There  is  no  statute  in  force  regulating  the  compensation  payable  for  pilotage  ser- 
vice rendered  through  Sandy  Hook  channel. 
The  former  laws  upon  this  subject  reviewed. 
Doubtful  words  in  a  general  statute  may  be  expounded  with  reference  to  a  gen. 

eral  usage ;  and  when  a  statute  is  applicable  to  a  particular  place  only,  such 

words  may  be  construed  by  usage  at  that  place. 
The  libellants  piloted  a  vessel  partially  crippled,  but  not  in  immediate  peril,  nor 

unnavigable,  through  the  Sandy  Hook  channel,  and  claimed  ei^ra  fees,  as  for  a 

vessel  in  distress,  on  the  ground  of  usage  of  the  port. 
Held, — 1.  That  the  proofe  in  the  cause  did  not  authorize  the  Court  to  aa^ 

that  the  term  distress  was  by  the  usage  of  the  port  applicable  to  the  condition  of 

the  vessel  in  question. 

2.  That  the  proofs  did  not  show  a  usage  of  charging  and  paying  double  fees 
as  a  legal  right,  eten  for  services  rendered  to  a  vessel  in  distress. 

3.  That  the  libellants  were  entitled  to  a  reasonable  extra  compensation  to  be 
fixed  by  the  Court,  for  the  increased  responsibility  and  effort  presumably  incur- 
red in  consequence  of  the  crippled  condition  of  the  vessel. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam,  by  William  Love  and  otheiSi 
against  William  A.  Hinckley,  to  recover  pilotage  fees,  incind- 
ing  compensation  for  alleged  extra  services,  in  the  sum  of 
$83.  The  facts  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Court 

P.  Hamilton,  for  the  libellants,  cited  The  Frederic,  1  W. 
Rob.  16  ;  The  Elizabeth,  8  Jur.  365 ;  The  Enterprise,  2  Ha^. 
Adm.  R.  176,  note ;  The  Reward,  1  W.  Rob.  174 ;  The  Elvira, 
Gilp.  68 ;  Abbott  on  Shipp.  563. 

JR.  H.  Ogden  and  G.  Bowdoin,  for  the  respondent. 

Betts,  J.  The  libellants  are  owners  of  the  pilot  boat 
Mist,  of  this  port,  and  are  pilots  engaged  in  the  pilot  service 
through  Sandy  Hook.  About  October  12, 1848,  one  of  the 
libellants,  William  Love,  entered  on  board  the  bark  Gipsey, 
at  sea,  six  miles  outside  of  Sandy  Hook,  and  at  the  request  of 
the  master,  piloted  her  into  this  port.     The  bark  at  the  time 
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had  lost  ber  three  upper  masts.  The  wind  was  easterly  and 
fietir,  and  the  bark  was  brought  into  port  upon  it,  without 
difficulty  or  extra  exertion  on  the  part  of  the  pilot 

So  far  the  facts  are  agreed  upon  by  the  pleadings.  The 
Hbel  charges,  however,  that  the  bark  had  suffered  otiier  dam- 
ages, and  that  she  was  in  a  crippled  and  disabled  condition, 
and  in  distress.     These  allegations  are  denied  by  the  answer* 

The  libellants    claim  double    the    accustomed    pilotage, 

m 

amounting  to  (83,  because  of  the  crippled  condition  of  the 
bark,  rendering  it  more  hazardous  to  navigate  her,  and  sub- 
jecting the  pilot  to  greater  exposure  and  responsibility. 

The  answer  insists  that  the  service  was  no  more  than  ordi- 
nary, that  it  was  performed  within  five  or  six  hours,  without 
extra  exertion  or  skill  on  the  part  of  the  pilot,  and  that  he  is 
only  entitled  to  (41.50,  the  usual  pilotage  fees  for  bringing 
up  a  vessel  of  like  draught. 

There  is  no  statute  in  force  which  determines  the  rights  of 
paities  in  cases  like  the  present.  The  act  of  Congress  of 
1789,  {1  U.  &  atats.  54,  §  4,)  provides,  that  all  pilots  ''  shall 
continue  to  be  regulated  in  conformity  with  the  existing 
laws  of  the  States  respectively,  wherein  such  pilots  may  be, 
or  with  such  laws  as  the  States  (pay  respectively  hereafter 
enact  fc«  the  purpose,  until  further  legislative  provisions  shall 
be  made  by  Ck>ngress."  No  further  legislative  provision  has 
since  been  made,  and  the  whole  subject  of  pilot  service 
remains  a  matter  controlled  by  State  li^ws. 

Under  the  colonial  government,  the  business  of  pilotage 
through  the  channel  of  Sandy  Hook  was  the  subject  of  care- 
ful statutory  regulation.  Those  regulations  may  be  found  in 
the  act  of  1759,  (2  Livingston  Sf  Smith's  Laws,  160,  c.  161,) 
which  act  was  continued  in  force  by  the  act  of  1763,  ( Van 
Schaides  Laws,  438,  c.  1215,  §  2,)  and  by  the  acto  of  1767, 
{lb.  498,  c.  1330,)  and  1768,  (lb.  516,  c  1362,)  until  1776. 
This  act  awarded  no  extra  compensation  for  services  rendered 
to  a  vessel  in  distress ;  but  provided  that  any  pilot  neglecting 

37  • 
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or  refusing  to  give  all  the  aid  and  assistance  in  bi»  power  to 
any  vessel  in  distress  should  forfeit  his  office  and  pay  a  fine. 
Act  of  1789,  2  Livinffston  4*  SmitVs  Latos^  160,  c.  161,  §  4. 

An  early  act  of  the  State  government,  passed  in  1801,  (2 
Kent  Sf  RadclijPs  Laws^  133,  §  18,)  and  which  provided  for 
the  appointment  of  pilots  for  the  Sandy  Hook  channel,  by  the 
harbor-master  and  wardens  of  the  port,  ccmtains  the  earliest 
provision  I  find  upon  the  subject  of  extra  compensation  in 
cases  of  distress,  in  the  laws  of  the  State.  That  provision  is 
in  substance,  that  the  master  or  owners  of  the  vessel  in  dis* 
tress  shall  pay  to  such  pilot  as  shall  have  exerted  himself  for 
the  preservation  of  such  ship  or  vessel,  such  sum  for  extra 
services  as  may  be  agreed  upon  ;  or  in  default  of  any  agree* 
ment,  such  sum  as  the  harbor-master  and  wardens  shall  de- 
termine to  be  reasonable.  §  18.  The  act  of  1837,  {Laws  of 
1837,  168,)  whidi  repealed  all  former  laws  on  the  subject 
of  pilots  through  the  Sandy  Hook,  prescribed  a  new  system, 
intrusting  the  power  of  appointment  of  pilots  to  a  board  of 
commissioners  created  by  the  act  This  statute  contained, 
also,  new  provisions  upon  the  subject  of  compensation, 
(§§  30-36,)  enacting,  among  other  things,  however,  that  every 
pilot  who  shall  have  exerted  himself  for  the  preservation  of 
any  vessel  in  distress  and  in  want  of  a  pilot,  should  be  en- 
titled for  any  extraordinary  services  to  such  sum  as  should  be 
agreed  upon ;  or  in  case  of  not  agreeing,  as  the  commission- 
ers  should  determine  to  be  reasonable.  §  39.  It  is  unneces- 
sary, however,  to  trace  the  history  of  the  legislation  upon  this 
subject  minutely,  as  by  act  of  1845,  {Laws  of  1845,  30,  c  40, 
§  1,)  all  laws  relative  to  pilots,  or  pilots  through  Sandy  Hook 
channel,  are  repealed ;  and  no  law  upon  the  subject  has  since 
been  enacted. 

It  seems,  however,  to  be  conceded  upon  both  sides,  that  the 
usage  at  this  port  has  continued  to  be  to  charge  fees  for 
pilotage  in  conformity  with  the  rates  established  by  the  act 
of  1837,  since  its  repeal ;  and  that  $41.50  would  have  been 
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the  legal  charge  under  that  act,  and  would  be  the  charge  as 
aince  established  by  usage,  for  single  pilotage. 

Upon  the  part  of  the  libellants,  evidence  has  been  given 
showing  a  custom  and  usage,  whilst  the  statute  was  in  force 
and  since,  to  chaige  double  pilotage  on  vessels  crippled  and 
disabled.  Some  of  the  witnesses  stated  the  custom  to  be,  to 
diarge  the  extra  compensation  when  the  vessel  was  in  dis* 
tress.  There  was  some  contrariety  of  opinion  whether  the 
damage  which  the  bark  Gipsey  had  received  was  to  be 
regarded  as  putting  her  in  distress ;  but  the  majority  of  the 
witnesses  gave  it  as  their  judgment  that  she  was  in  distress 
in  th«  nautical  acceptation  of  the  term,  and  stated  that  the 
usage  was  to  pay  double  pilotage  for  services  rendered  to  a 
vessel  conditioned  as  she  was.  Of  the  five  pilots  called  by 
the  libellants,  and  who  testify  to  the  usage,  two  had  been  in 
the  commission  but  a  short  period ;  one  for  five  years  and  the 
other  since  1842 ;  one  other  had  been  in  service  since  1834 ; 
another  about  thirty  years.  The  time  of  s^vice  of  the  fifth 
was  not  stated.  A  member  of  the  board  of  commissioners, 
and  who  for  twelve  years  had  great  experience  as  a  ship- 
master and  ship-owner,  testified  that  he  never  knew  any  usage 
putting  vessels  nearly  crippled  on  the  footing  of  vessels  in 
distress,  and  that  a  vessel  situated  as  this  one  was,  would 
not,  as  he  understood  the  acceptation  of  the  term  among 
owners  and  masters,  be  deemed  ih  distress. 

All  this  testimony  is  open  to  two  remarks.  First,  the  period 
elapsed  since  the  repeal  of  the  law  in  1845  is  not  sufficient  to 
(Create  a  custom  or  usage  in  respect  to  this  matter  which  shall 
be  obligatory  upon  ship-owners  and  mastera  Indeed,  it  is 
Bot  proved  that  an  individual  case,  analogous  to  the  present 
in  its  circumstances,  has  occurred  in  this  port  since  the  pas- 
sage of  the  repealing  act.  A  usage  in  respect  to  mercantile 
transactions  must  be  shown  to  be  notorious,  uniform,  and  of 
long  continuance.    2  Rentes  Comm,  6th  ed.  260  and  note. 

But  second,  this  usage  to  have  any  eifect  must  be  allowed 
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to  control  or  fix  the  interpretation  of  the  State  statutes ;  be* 
oause  the  practice  referred  to,  if  not  derived  from,  most  seek 
its  support  or  sanction  in  the  provisions  of  section  39  of  the  act 
of  1837.  There  is  no  evidence  that  it  jHreceded  the  enactment 
A  general  statute  may  be  expounded  when  its  words  axe 
doubtful,  by  reference  to  any  general  usage  with  reference  to 
which  the  law  may  be  supposed  to  have  been  enacted 
^  Where  the  words  of  the  act  are  doubtful^"  says  Grrose,  J., 
in  The  King  v.  Hogg,  (11  Dwmf.  ^  E.  7S»,)  <'  usage  may 
be  called  in  to  explain  them."  In  that  case,  which  invcdved 
the  construction  of  an  act  of  Parliament'  applicable  to  the 
whole  kingdom,  it  was  very  properly  held  that,  as  a  universal 
law  could  not  receive  diSi^ent  constructions  in  different 
towns,  therefore  a  statute  of  general  application  could  not  be 
explained  by  the  usage  of  this  or  that  particular  place.  And 
file  cases  of  The  King  v,  Saltrem  and  The  King  «.  Harman 
were  cited  from  the  early  reports,  as  showing  that^it  is  only 
by  a  universal  usage,  and  not  by  the  usage  of  a  particular 
place,  that  an  act  of  general  application  could  be  expounded. 
But  I  should  think  it  entirely  consistent  with  this  principle  to 
hold,  that  a  statute  may  be  construed  by  the  usage  of  a  par- 
ticular place  or  pursuit,  when  the  act  has  relation  to  that 
place  or  special  business. 

It  is  not  shown  in  this  case  that  there  is  a  fixed  and  defi* 
nite  sense  attached  by  established  usage  at  this  port  to  the 
term  distress^  which  would  include  a  vessel  partially  crippled 
and  disabled,  but  in  no  immediate  peril,  and  not  rendered 
unnavigabie.  The  witnesses  examined  on  the  stand  do  not 
concur  entirely  in  their  description  of  the  custom  or  usage 
which  they  suppose  prevails  here.  It  may  be  considered  ae 
doubtful  upon  the  proofs,  whether  it  has  not  been  the  usual 
course  for  tiie  pilot  in  boarding  a  vessel  of  this  port,  in  any 
way  crippled  or  disabled,  to  state  to  her  master  that  he  should 
claim  double  pilotage  for  her*  as  being  in  distress.  In  that 
case  it  might  be  in  the  option  of  the  master  to  accept  him  or 


JANUARY,  1849.  441 

Love  V.  Hincklgy. 

not,  and  if  he  were  allowed  to  pilot  her  in,  it  might  be  under- 
stood to  be  by  agreement  for  that  rate  of  compensation,  and 
thus  bring  the  case  within  the  provisions  of  section  39  of  the 
State  act,  whilst  that  was  in  force,  and  applying  to  the  cus- 
tomary rate  of  fees  since  its  repeal. 

So,  had  a  long  uninterrupted  practice  been  shown  under  the 
State  laws,  to  charge  pilotage  for  every  crippled  vessel  as  for 
a  vessel  in  distress,  such  practice  would  be  good  evidence  of 
the  true  meaning  of  the  act.  McKeen  v.  Delaney,  6  Oranchj 
R.  22.  But  the  testimony  of  the  two  witnesses  who  speak 
most  directly  in  proof  of  a  long  practice,  does  not  show  that 
the  rate  was  uniformly  charged  and  paid  as  a  legal  right. 
The  one  who  speaks  of  thirty  years'  experience  says,  that  he 
uniformly  mentioned,  on  boarding  the  vessel,  that  he  should 
claim  extra  pilotage ;  and  it  is  to  be  remarked  that  the  State 
acts  always  embodied  provisions  for  adjusting  pilotage  fees 
when  not  agreed  upon  between  the  master  and  pilot,  by  the 
award  of  commissioners,  by  the  board  of  wardens,  or  other 
functionaries  designated  in  the  various  statutes.  See  the 
acts  steady  referred  to ;  also  5  Webster  4*  Skitmer^s  LawSy  11. 

It  certainly  cannot  be  maintained  that  the  testimony  in  the 
case  amounts  to  proof  of  a  long-continued  and  uninterrupted 
practice  pursiffd  at  this*  port,  to  charge  double  pilotage  as  a 
legal  demand  in  such  cases  as  the  present. 

The  evidence,  fairly  weighed,  amounts  to  no  more  than  this, 
that  pilots  were  accustomed  to  claim  double  pilotage  when 
they  brought  in  vessels  crippled  or  disabled,  and  that  it  was 
usually  paid.  By  adverting  to  the  provisions  of  section  39, 
it  will  be  perceived,  however,  that  the  demand  and  payment 
would  not  necessarily  import  a  concession  that  the  statute 
gave  the  pilot  a  right  to  the  fees ;  nor  would  it  even  imply 
that  the  demand  was  rested  upon  the  statutory  grant.  Such 
practice,  therefore,  although  of  ever  so  long  duration,  would 
not  furnish  evidence  of  a  customary  construction  of  the  clauq^ 
upholding  a  right  in  pilots  to  such  fees. 
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The  section  is  in  these  words :  "  Every  pilot  who  shall  have 
exerted  himself  for  the  preservation  of  any  vessel  in  distress 
and  in  want  of  a  pilot,  shall  be  entitled  for  any  extraardiftary 
services  to  such  sum  as  the  pilot  and  master,  owner  or  con- 
signee can  agree  on  ;  or  in  case  of  not  agreeing,  as  the  com* 
tnissioners  shall  determine  to  be  a  reasonable  reward." 

It  is  plain  that  to  make  out  a  title  to  extra  reward  under 
his  enactment,  not  only  must  the  pilot  have  exerted  himself 
for  the  preservation  of  a  vessel  in  distress,  but  also  that  he 
can  only  claim  a  compensation  limited  to  a  proper  reward  for 
his  extraordinary  services  on  the  occasion.  The  vessel  in  the 
present  case  was  brought  into  port  without  any  uncommon 
efforts  on  the  part  of  the  pilot.  Even  if,  therefore,  she  had 
been  indubitably  in  a  state  of  distress,  the  statute  would 
afford  no  ground  for  a  claim  to  extra  pilotage ;  no  extraordi* 
nary  services  having  been  rendered.  No  practice  under  the  stat- 
ute could  be  admitted  as  dispensing  with  the  two  fundamentid 
conditions  to  the  grant  of  fees ;  for  this  would  be  something 
quite  different  from  interpretation ;  it  would  be  allowing 
usage  under  a  statute  to  override  and  annul  its  positive  pK> 
visions.  No  mode  of  construction,  not  even  the  most  solemn 
judicial  decisions,  can  rightfully  dispense  with  the  plain  and 
positive  terms  of  a  statute ;  and  the  'reasonabre  presumption 
in  respect  to  the  supposed  usage  and  custom  of  this  port  is, 
that  it  was  not  derived  from  the  directions  of  the  statute,  but 
from  its  permission  given  to  the  parties  to  stipulate  between 
themselves  the  rate  of  compensation,  under  which  an  es^press 
or  virtual  agreement  between  the  master  and  pilot  generally 
fixed  the  extra  reward  In  my  opinion,  no  usage  independent 
of  statutory  authority  is  proved,  authorizing  a  charge  of 
double  pilotage  in  a  case  like  the  present,  nor  any  practice 
und^r  the  statute  giving  it  an  interpretation  which  would 
include  this  demand. 

There  being  no  rate  fixed  by  statute,  of  fees  payable  to 
pilots  in  this  port,  the  libellants  are  entitled  to  be  paid  a  rea- 
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sonable  reward  for  the  services  performed  by  them.  The 
answer  admits  that  the  accustomed  compensation,  $41.50,  for 
ordinary  pilotage,  would  be  a  proper  allowance  in  this  case ; 
and  the  consignees  express  a  readiness  to  pay  that  sum.  All 
the  witnesses  for  the  libellants  testify,  that  some  degree  of 
extra  care  and  exertion  would  be  required  in  bringing  in  a 
vessel  so  situated,  in  the  most  favorable  weather,  as  well  as 
some  increase  of  the  responsibility  of  the  pilot.  For  such 
extra  liabilities  he  is  entitled  to  a  reasonable  compensation. 
What  amount  is  appropriate  and  proper,  in  such  cases,  it 
^  will  always  be  difficult  for  the  Court  to  ascertain  and  deter- 
mine, either  by  general  rules  or  by  any  course  of  specific  in- 
quiry and  adjudication,  in  a  way  likely  to  establish  a  criterion 
acceptable  to  those^  interested,  or  satisfactory  to  the  Court 
itself^  The  statute  made  provision  for  adding  four  dollars  to 
the  usual  pilotage  fees,  on  vessels  drawing  more  than  ten  feet 
of  water,  for  services  rendered  between  the  first  of  November 
and  the  first  of  April ;  (§  36,)  on  the  presumption  undoubtedly 
that  more  exertion  and  hazard  would  be  incurred  on  the  part 
of  the  pilot,  in  the  case  of  such  vessels,  during  that  season. 
So  also  an  addition  of  one  quarter  to  the  usual  pilotage  was 
allowed,  where  the  vessel  was  taken  charge  of  out  of  sight  of 
Sandy  Hook  tight-house.  §  31.  These  enactments  were  de- 
vised with  a  view  of  adapting  the  compensation  to  the  degree 
of  risk  and  skill  which  might  be  demanded  &om  the  pilot ; 
and  fog  the  want  of  any  other  acceptable  guide,  they  may 
perhaps  be  properly  referred  to,  as  indicating  the  extra  rewar^ 
meet  to  be  allowed  for  services  which  import  a  degree  of  care 
and  watchfulness  beyond  that  required  in  ordinary  pilotage. 
It  may  be  noticed,  that  while  the  addition  of  one  fourth  pilot- 
age was  awarded  in  a  class  of  cases  in  which  an  extra  service 
was  of  necessity  rendered,  the  extra  allowance  of  four  dollars 
was  based  only  upon  a  presumption,  that  in  the  special 
instances  to  which  it  was  applied,  an  unusual  exertion,  care, 
or  hazard  would  generally  be  incurred ;  and  the  extra  sum 
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was  to  be  uniformly  paid,  although  in  the  particular  case  the 
actual  service  might  not  have  been  increased.  As  I  consider 
this  to  be  a  case  for  extra  reward,  only  because  of  greater 
presumptive  risk  and  exposure  to  the  pilot  in  managing  a 
crippled  vessel,  I  shall,  as  a  reasonable  measure  of  the  quan- 
tum meruit,  apply  to  it  the  rule  of  increase  prescribed,  by  the 
statute  for  the  class  of  cases,  where,  from  general  facts,  a  par- 
ticular enhanced  risk  was  to  be  presumed,  and  shall  direct 
that  there  be  added  to  the  accustomed  fee  of  $41.50,  the  sum 
of  four  dollars  extra,  the  former  statutory  allowance  for  pilot- 
ing the  larger  class  of  vessels  between  the  first  of  November  . 
and  the  first  of  April.  The  compensation  awarded  to  the 
libellants  is  accordingly  fixed  at  $45.50. 

The  circumstances  of  the  case,  however,  do  not  entitle  the 
libellants  to  plenary  costs.  The  respondents  show  fair  ground 
for  contesting  the  demand,  and  the  libellants,  not  showing 
themselves  entitled  to  more  than  $50,  ought  not  to  recover 
above  summary  costs. 

Decree  accordUngfy. 


Wicks  v.  Ellis. 

A  motion  to  discharge  respondent  from  arrest,  on  the  ground  that  the  libellant  has 
no  legal  cause  of  action  against  him,  will  not  bo  granted  where  the  affidtfrita  read 
upon  the  motion  in  behalf  of  the  respective  parties,  are  contradictory  as  to  the 
merits  of  the  cause. 

In  an  action  by  a  minor  to  recover  wages  as  seaman,  the  respondent  is  not  entitled 
to  require  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  or  next  friend  for  the  libellant. 

This  was  a  Libel  in  personam,  by  Daniel  Wicks  against 
John  Ellis,  to  recover  seamen's  wages. 

The  respondent  now  moved,  upon  affidavits,  that  be  might 
be  discharged  from  arrest,  oi\  the  ground  that  the  libellant  had 
no  legal  cause  of  action  against  him ;  or  that,  if  the  suit  were 
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not  dismissed,  a  guardian  might  be  appointed  for  the  libellant, 
and  he  be  required  to  file  security  for  costs,  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  not  twenty-one  years  of  age. 

Betts,  J.  The  first  branch  of  the  present  motion  cannot 
be  granted,  because  it  turns  upon  the  merits  of  the  cause,  in 
respect  to  which  the  parties  stand  in  direct  contradiction 
as  to  the  facts*  The  controversy  between  them  cannot  be 
disposed  of  summarily  by  the  Court  upon  ex  parte  affidavits. 
It  must  be  determined  upon  proofs  and  upon  a  regular  hear- 
ing. 

The  nonage  of  the  libellant  does  not  entitle  the  respond- 
ent, as  of  right,  to  the  relief  asked  by  the  second  branch  of 
his  motion.  He  must,  at  least,  show  that  he  may  lose  some 
advantage  of  defence  or  recovery  (as  of  cost^,)  if  the  case  is 
allowed  to  proceed  to  contestation  in  the  name  of  the  libel- 
lant alone.  Admiralty  Courts  allow  a  minor  to  recover  in  his 
own  name  wages  earned  in  sea-service  when  the  contract  on 
which  he  sues  was  made  personally  with  him,  and  it  does  not 
a|)pear  that  he  has  any  parent  or  guardian  or  master  entitled 
to  receive  his  earnings.  In  this  case  the  libellant  swears  that 
he  always  makes  his  own  contracts  of  hiring,  and  that  he  re- 
ceives to  himself  the  wages  earned,  and  that  there  is  no  other 
person  entitled  to  receive  them.  The  respondent  gives  no 
evidence  disproving  these  allegations ;  and  it  appears  that  the 
libellant  is  ninetggn  or  twenty  years  old,  acoustomed  to  trans- 
act business  for  himself,  and  that  he  is  not,  therefore,  to  be 
presumed  to  require,  from  imbecility  of  age,  the  protection  of 
a  next  friend  or  guardian  to  manage  his  suit. 

The  libellant  is  also  a  privileged  suitor,  not  under  obliga- 
tion to  file  a  stipulation  for  costs ;  nor  could  his  prochein  ami 
be  required  to  do  so.  Di&t.  Ct.  Rules,  45 ;  and  Add.  Hale, 
April,  1847.  There  is,  under  these  circumstances,  no  equita- 
ble ground  laid  for  the  interposition  of  the  Court  to  prevent 
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the  libellant.firom  proceeding  in  his  own  behalf;  and  if  the 

objection  is  foundation  for  legal  defence  to  the  action,  the 

respondent  must  be  put  to  his  plea  to  the  competency  of  the 

libellant     When,  however,  the  action  is  for  other  causes  than 

the  recovery  of  wages,  and  security  for  costs  must  be  given, 

Admiralty  Courts  conform  to  the  course  of  practice  prevailing 

in  other  courts  in  respect  to  parties  disqualified  from  suing  in 

their  own  rights.     Beits^s  Adm.  Pt.  18. 

The  motion  is  denied ;  but  without  costs  as  against  the 

respondent. 

Order  accordingly. 


Jones  v,  Davis. 

The  employment  of  a  master  to  take  command  of  a  vessel  for  a  foreign  voyage^ 
is  usually  a  circamstance  so  notorious  that  there  can  seldom  be  wanting  definite 
and  decisiye  evidence  by  which  the  fact  of  such  employment  may  be  established. 

There  is,  moreover,  no  incompatibility  between  the  employment  of  one  person  as 
master  to  snperi,ntend  the  loading  and  preparing  a  vessel  for  sea,  and  the  engaj^- 
ment  of  another  person  to  take  the  command  of  her  upon  the  voyage. 

When,  therefore,  one  claiming  under  an  alleged  employment  as  master  for  a  foreign 
voyage  seeks  to  establish  such  employment,  merely  by  inference  from  services 
rendered  and  acts  performed  by  him,  under  authority  of  the  owners,  in  making 
the  vessel  ready  for  sea,  the  Court  will  require  that  the  evidence  shall  be  so 
strong  as  to  exclude  all  reasonable  doubt  that  an  employment  for  the  voyage 
was  intended. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam  by  Frederick  W.  Jones  against 
Samuel  O.  Davis  and  Cornelius  Savage,  owners  of  the  l»ig 
Fawn,  to  recover  damages  for  the  wrongful  discharge  of  libel- 
lant from  an  alleged  employment  as  master. 

Betts,  J.  The  libel  avers  that  the  respondents  hired  and 
engaged  the  libellant  to  take  charge  of  the  brig  Fawn,  owned 
by  them,  as  master  thereof,  at  the  wages  of  a  dollar  a  day  for 
the  time  she  should  remain  out  of  employment,  and  at  the 
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wages  of  sixty-six  dollars  per  month  from  and  after  the  time 
of  her  obtaining  employment.  That,  in  pursuance  of  the 
agreement,  the  libellant  entered  on  board  the  brig  July  17, 
1848,  and  continued  on  board,  in  command  of  her,  until 
August  2d,  following,  when  a  charter  was  obtained  for  her  to 
St.  Petersburg,  and  other  places.  That  thereupon,  on  August 
3d,  he  commenced  loading  the  Fawn  for  the  voyage,  which 
was  to  be  circuitous  and  of  uncertain  duration,  and  continued 
that  service  until  the  brig  was  loaded  and  fully  ready  for  sea; 
when  on  August  14th,  the  respondents  wrongfully  and  with- 
out previous  notice,  discharged  him,  and  would  not  permit 
him  to  make  the  voyage,  upon  the  allegation  that  they  had 
disposed  of  part  of  their  interest  in  the  vessel.  The  libellant 
avers,  that  by  such  wrongful  discharge,  he  has  sustained  dam- 
ages to  the  amount  of  $800,  being  wages,  expenses  and  board 
for  the  probable  duration  of  the  voyage.  He  prays  the  Court 
to  pronounce  for  the  damages  aforesaid. 

The  answer  explicitly  denies  any  agreement  vdth  the  libel- 
lant, hiring  him  as  master  of  the  brig,  for  any  time  or  upon 
any  terms ;  and  also  deides  that  the  respondents  were  part- 
ners, or  that  the  brig  was  chartered  for  the  voyage  described,  or 
that  they  gave  libellant  any  encouragement  to  incur  expenses 
of  preparation  to  act  on  board  of  her  as  master  for  the  alleged 
voyage.  It  sets  forth,  in  detail,  what  the  respondents  assert 
to  have  been  the  agreement  made  between  them  and  Libel- 
lant; but  it  is  not  necessary  to  advert  to  that  portion  of 
the  defence,  as  the  libellant  seeks  no  decree  for  services  on 
board  as  ship-keeper,  but  sues  wholly  in  the  character  of  mas- 
ter, hired  to  serve  as  such  over  the  vessel,  both  in  port,  while 
seeking  freight,  and  afterwards  at  sea,  and  for  ddmagez  for 
loss  of  wages,  &c.  during  the  probable  duration  of  the  voyage 
for  which  the  vessel  was  engaged.  The  answer,  moreover, 
admits  that  on  August  14th,  during  the  lading  of  the  brig,  they 
agreed  with  one  Shaw  that  he  should  go  in  her  as  master, 
and  states  th^t  libellant  was  then  informed  in  substance  that 
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a  master  was  engaged  for  the  voyage,  and  that  his  further 
services  would  not  be  required. 

No  express  hiring  of  the  libellant,  as  charged  in  the  libel,  is 
proved,  nor  is  it  shown  that  he  was  put  in  possession  of  the 
vessel  in  the  character  of  master.  The  argument  in  his  behalf 
is,  that  the  agreement  set  up  is  to  be  implied  from  the  facts 
in  evidence.  The  facts  relied  upon  to  raise  this  impIicatioD 
are,  that  the  libellant  was  on  board  the  vessel  for  some  time 
in  July  and  August, — ^that  one  of  the  respondents  said  to  the 
notary  who  was  employed  to  ship  a  crew  for  the  voyage, 
that  Captain  Jones  would  superintend  the  selection  of  the 
men, — that  the  shipping  articles  were  drawn  up,  and  the  crew 
hired  by  the  notary,  in  the  expectation  that  the  libellant  was  to 
command  the  vessel, — ^that  the  libellant  gave  orders  and  made 
arrangements  on  board  for  the  voyage,  in  taking  in  cargo,  sup- 
plies, &c., — ^that  upon  one  occasion  the  libellant,  at  the  express 
direction  of  one  of  the  respondents,  signed  bills  of  lading  for 
part  of  the  cargo, — and  that  he  was  also  conversed  with  by 
one  of  the  respondents,  in  relation  to  the  course  he  would 
pursue  in  case  the  vessel  should  bfe  detained  by  ice  in  the 
Baltic. 

The  respondents  proved  a  conversation  had  since  the  cause 
was  at  issue,  between  a  witness  and  the  libellant,  in  which 
the  latter  stated  to  the  witness,  that  the  ship-keeper  of  the 
brig  having  left  her,  he,  the  libellant,  agreed  with  the  owners 
to  go  on  board  her  and  sleep  at  night,  and  to  look  for  business 
during  the  day  ;  and  that  respondents  were  to  give  him  a  dol- 
lar a  day  for  the  service.  They  further  proved  that  the  libel- 
lant did  not  sign  the  shipping  articles,  or  ship  the  first  or  the 
second  mate  for  the  voyage, — that  a  provisional  agreement 
was  made  by  him,  with  the  assent  of  the  owners,  with  one 
Coffin,  to  go  on  board  and  assist  in  loading  the  vessel  at  a  dol- 
lar and  a  half  a  day,  with  the  understanding  that  if  he  was 
approved  he  should  be  employed  for  the  voyage  as  first  mate ; 
another  person  was,   however,   shipped  in  that  capacity,— 
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that  when  the  brig  was  ready  for  sea,  and  hauled  out  into  the 
river,  the  libellant  left  her,  and  Captain  Shaw  having  then 
become  a  part-owner,  cleared  her  as  master^  and  came  on 
board,  and  made  the  voyage  in  command  of  her. 

Evidence  w^b  given  on  the  part  of  the  libellant  of  his  gen- 
eral repute  for  skill  and  fidelity,  and  of  his  ample  experience 
as  shipmaster.  The  respondents  on  their  part  proved,  that 
they  made  inquiries  of  persons  who  had  employed  him,  and 
that  they  obtained  unfavorable  accounts  of  his  qualifications. 

The  facts  and  circumstances  in  evidence,  are  clearly  con- 
sistent with  the  claims  set  up  by  the  libellant,  that  after 
August  3d,  he  was  employed  by  the  respondents  as  master 
of  the  brig  for  the  voyage,  but  they  are  by  no  means  of  force 
sufficient  to  exclude  the  presumption  that  he  was  continuing 
with  the  vessel  on  his  original  undertaking,  with  a  hope  and 
expectation  of  receiving  the  command  of  the  brig  when  she 
should  be  sent  upon  a  voyage.  Indeed,  it  must  be  conceded 
that  the  facts  tend  about  equally  to  the  support  of  either  hy- 
pothesis. 

The  circumstance  which  most  directly  sustains  the  claim  of 
the  libellant  b  his  act  of  signing  bills  of  lading  in  presence  of 
one  of  the  owners,  during  the  time  the  brig  was  loading. 
This  being  one  of  the  functions  of  a  master,  very  strongly  im- 
ports that  libellant  was  at  that  time  clothed  with  a  master's 
authority.  It  must  be  remarked,  however,  that  the  appoint- 
ment and  employment  of  masters  is  wholly  at  the  discretion 
of  owners,  {Abbott  on  Shipp.  156 ;  3  Kent^  161,)  and,  that 
there  is  no  incompatibility  in  assigning  a  person  to  that 
agency  in  a  home  port,  for  the  purpose  of  loading  and  fitting 
out  a  vessel,  although  he  is  not  to  act  as  master  for  the  voy* 
age.  Advantages  may  result  to  owners  and  to  commerce 
from  placing  this  home  service  in  the  hands  of  men  of  expe<- 
rience  and  dispatch  in  the  business  of  inspecting,  taking  in 
and  storing  cargo,  or  selecting  the  men,  who  no  longer  go 
abroad  as  navigators,  or  may  not  possess  proper  qualificatioBS 
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for  that  duty.  Such  employment  of  a  master  in  port  might 
also  be  desirable  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  owners  of  his 
competency  to  take  charge  of  the  ship  or  manage  her  business 
upon  her  voyage.  The  owner  and. ship  would  stand  charged 
by  his  acts  as  master  pro  hoc  viciy  without  respect  to  the  fact 
of  actual  command  at  sea.  A  transaction  which  occurred  in 
loading  this  vessel  illustrates  this  principle.  It  appears  that 
Coffin  applied  for  the  office  of  first  mate,  which  was  vacant) 
and  he  was  recommended  by  the  libellant  as  a  proper  person 
to  fill  it.  He  was  taken  into  service  to  assist  in  loading  the 
vessel,  with  a  view  to  his  engagement  as  first  mate,  if  he 
should  be  approved  of.  The  fact  of  his  being  on  the  vessel, 
and  acting  in  port  as  her  first  mate,  does  not  accordingly  de- 
termine that  he  was  shipped  for  the  voyage  in  that  capacity. 
The  auxiliary  fact  of  his  having  signed  the  shipping  articles 
would  certainly  be  required,  in  absence  of  oral  proof  of  express 
hiring. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  principle  should  be  applied  to  the 
engagement  of  a  master,  and  that  it  governs  the  present  case. 
There  would  appear  to  be  rarely  any  occasion  to  .resort  to 
implications  and  presumptions  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
employment  in  that  important  capacity.  The  fact  must 
almost  invariably  be  too  notorious  and  marked,  to  leave  any 
room  for  question.  The  owners  treat  with  masters  publicly 
as  such.  The  vessel  is  advertised  for  her  voyage  in  his  name. 
Bills  are  furnished  to  him,  and  certified  by  him  in  that  ca- 
pacity, and  scarcely  any  particular  can  be  referred  to  in  the 
employment  of  a  vessel,  less  likely  to  be  wanting  in  means  of 
clear  and  decisive  proof,  than  the  appointment  of  master  for  a 
foreign  voyage. 

When,  therefore,  a  resort  is  had  to  circumstantial  evidence 
to  establish  the  employment  of  a  master,  the  evidence  required 
should  be  of  a  character  which  leaves  no  fair  reason  to  doubt 
the  fact ;  and  must  certainly  go  further  than  to  present  a  case 
equally  consistent  with  the  supposition  of  a  temporary  en- 
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gagement  in  port  in  preparation  for  the  voyage,  as  with  aii 
appointment  to  go  out  in  command  of  the  vessel  I  forbear 
expressing  any  opinion  upon  other  topics  of  importance  in- 
volved in  the  case,  the  right  of  a  master  to  consequential 
damages,  because  of  a  breach  of  a  contract  of  hiring  of  this 
kind  with  him,  or  the  legal  measure  of  such  damages,  or  the 
limitation,  if  any,  of  the  power  of  an  owner  to  displace  a 
ipaster  from  his  command,  or  to  refuse  entrusting  a  vessel  to 
him. 

There  being  no  satisfactory  evidence  of  any  contract  en- 
tered into  between  the  respondents  and  libellant,  engaging  him 
as  master,  or  corresponding  in  substance  with  the  agreements 
alleged  by  him  in  his  libel,  I  must  pronounce  against  his 
demand  for  damages. 

Libel  dismissed^  urith  costs. 


The  Atlantic.  , 

Where,  in  answer  to  a  libel  for  wages,  the  claimants  set  up  a  discharge  of  libellant 
in  a  foreign  port  by  order  of  the  consal,  it  is  incumbent  on  them  to  set  forth  in 
their  answer  a  state  of  facts  justifying  the  discharge  relied  on,  and  to  support 
the  allegations  by  adequate  proof. 

The  discharge  of  a  seaman  in  a  foreign  port  (under  the  acts  of  February  28, 1803, 
and  July  20,  1840,)  can  be  ordered  by  the  consul,  only  upon  the  consent  of  the 
Mo;nan,  given,  or  proved  before  him. 

The  party  relying  upon  such  discharge  in  defence  to  an  action  for  subsequent 
wages,  must  show  the  fact  that  such  consent  was  given. 

To  entitle  an  instrument  to  the  respect  accorded  to  documents  under  official  signa- 
ture and  seal,  the  signature  must  be  legible,  and  the  impression  of  the  seal  suffi- 
ciently distinct  to  allow  the  vignette  and  motto  to  be  distinguished. 

lu  answer  to  a  libel  for  wages,  the  claimants  set  up  a  stipulation  in  the  shipping 
articles  in  bar  of  the  recovery.  The  libellant  served  a  replication  in  the  usual 
form^  but  contended,  upon  the  trial,  that  the  stipulation  relied  upon  was  void. 

Held,  1 .  That  so  far  as  the  claim  to  treat  the  stipulation  as  void  might  rest 
upon  any  matters  of  fact  outside  the  stipulation  itself,  the  question  was  not 
raised  by  the  general  replication ;  but  the  libellant  ought,  either  by  an  amend- 
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ment  of  the  libel  or  by  a  special  replication,  to  have  introduced  into  the  plead- 
ings averments  contesting  or  avoiding  the  apparent  bar  contained  in  the  stipa- 
lation. 

2.  That  the  qnestion,  whether  the  stipulation  was  not  void  in  point  of  law  in 
itself  considered,  and  apart  from  any  extraneous  facts,  might  be  raised  on  die 
general  replication,  and  should  be  considered  as  if  it  had  arisen  upon  demnirer 
or  exception  to  the  answer. 

As  a  general  rule,  seamen  are.  competent  to  bind  themselves  by  a  contract  with 
the  master  and  owners  ;  and  in  the  ordinary  case  of  a  hiring  for  money  wages 
at  a  specific  rate,  the  contract  of  the  seaman  in  respect  to  the  rate  wUl  be  apheld. 

The  contract  of  a  seaman  in  respect  to  his  compensation  will  likewise  be  upheld 
where  the  mode  of  compensation  contemplated  is  by  a  proportional  division  of 
the  earnings  of  the  vessel  among  the  owners,  officers,  and  crew. 

Shipping  articles  entered  into  for  a  whaling  voyage,  and  contemplating  the  pay- 
ment of  the  officers  and  crew  by  "  lays  "  or  shares  in  the  vessers  earnings,  ooa- 
tained  a  stipulation  that  either  of  the  officers  or  crew  who  might  be  prevented  bj 
any  cause  from  performing  their  duty  during  the  whole  of  the  voyage,  should 
receive  of  his  lay  only  in  proportion  as  the  time  served  by  him  shoold  be  to  the 
whole  time  of  the  voyage. 

Hddf  That  this  stipulation  would  be  sustained ;  even  without  evidence  that 
special  explanation  of  it  was  made  to  the  seaman. 

A  mariner  receiving  injury  in  the  performance  of  his  duty  is  entitled  to  be  treated 
and  cured  at  the  expense  of  the  ship ;  and  this  is  equally  true,  whether  his  com- 
pensation is  by  specific  money  wages,  or  by  a  share  in  the  earnings  of  the  vessel 

As  a  general  principle,  the  liability  of  the  ship  in  this  regard  is  limited  to  the  re- 
conveyance of  the  disabled  mariner  to  the  United  States,  or  to  such  period  of 
time  as  may  be  reasonable,  to  enable  him  to  return  thither ;  but  this  rule  is  lia- 
ble to  variations. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem  by  Oeorge  Stotesburg,  against  the 
ship  Atlantic,  to  recover  wages,  and  also  the  expenses  of 
libellant's  cure  for  injnries  received  during  his  service  on 
board. 

The  libel  stated  the  following  facts :  That  in  July,  1845, 
the  master  of  the  Atlantic,  then  in  the  port  of  New  London 
making  ready  for  a  three  years'  whaling  voyage  to  the  North- 
west coast,  shipped  the  libellant  as  green  hand  for  such  voy- 
age, on  the  two  hundred  and  twenty-fifth  lay  or  share  of  what 
should  be  taken  by  the  ship,  as  the  libellant's  wages.  That 
the  libellant  signed  the  shipping  articles,  in  which  the  corUrad 
was  fuUp  set  forth.    That  in  August  following,  he  entered 
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upon  the  service  of  the  vessel,  under  the  agreement,  and  the 
vessel,  with  the  libellant  on  board,  proceeded  on  her  intended 
voyage,  and  cruised  for  about  seven  months,  when  she  arrived 
at  Maui,  one  of  the  Sandwich  Islands.  That  on  March  16, 
1846,  the  ship  being  yet  at  Maui,  the  libellant,  while  in  the 
performance  of  his  duty,  fell  from  the  maintopsail  yardj  and 
was  so  severely  injured  that  he  was  taken  ashore  to  the  hos- 
pital, where  he  remained  confined  to  his  bed  for  about  twenty- 
one  months.  That  while  he  was  in  the  hospital,  the  ship 
proceeded  on  her  cruise  until  November,  1847,  when  she 
started  for  home,  and  on  her  way  touched  at  Maui,  and  took 
the  libellant  on  board,  and  then  proceeded  to  the  port  of  New 
London,  where  she  arrived  April  20,  1848 ;  having  taken  a 
cargo  of  which  the  two  hundred  and  twenty-fifth  part  claimed 
by  the  libellant  was  averred  to  be  of  the  value  of  $300  and 
upward,  which  he  claimed  to  recover  from  the  ship. 

The  libel  further  stated,  that  .by  reason  of  the  injuries 
received  by  libellant  in  his  fall,  he  had  lost  the  use  of  one  of 
his  legs,  and  one  of  his  arms  had  been  rendered  almost  use- 
less ;  that  he  had  already  incurred  great  expense  for  medical 
advice,  and  must  incur  still  more  before  he  could  be  fully 
restored ;  and  he  claimed  to  recover  firom  the  ship  "  his  rea- 
sonable expenses  already  incurred,  and  hereafter  to  be  incur- 
red in  his  cure,  and  his  reasonable  support  since  his  injury 
and  till  he  shall  be  cured." 

The  answer  stated  that  the  libellant  shipped  on  board  the 
Atlantic  as  alleged  in  the  libel,  except  that  he  shipped  as  car- 
penter's mate  instead  of  green  hancl,  and  that  no  limit  of  three 
years  or  otherwise  was  set  to  the  duration  of  the  voyage. 

The  answer  then  set  up  as  a  defence  to  the  claim  for  wages 
a  clause  in  the  shipping  articles,  which  was  in  these  words  : 
"  It  is  also  further  agreed  between  the  owner  of  said  ship  At- 
lantic on  the  one  part,  and  the  captain,  officers,  and  crew  on 
the  other  part,  that  if  the  captain,  officers,  and  crew,  or  either 
of  them,  are  prevented  by  sickness  or  any  other  cause  from 
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perfomiing  their  duty  during  the  whole  of  said  voyage  in  said 
ship  Atlantic,  that  any  of  them  so  falling  short,  shall  receive 
of  their  lay  or  share  in  proportion  as  the  time  served  or  duty 
performed  by  them  is  to  the  whole  time  said  ship  is  performing 
her  voyage!^  And  it  was  also  charged,  in  respect  to  the 
injury  received  by  libellant,  that  the  accident  with  which  he 
met  was  not  occasioned  by  his  being  engaged  in  any  unusual 
duty,  or  by  any  agency  or  through  any  fault  of  the  master,  or 
of  any  officer  of  the  ship,  but  through  want  of  sufficient  care 
on  the  part  of  the  libellant. 

The  answer  further  showed,  that  on  the  libellant's  being 
placed  in  the  hospital  at  the  port  of  Lahaina,  at  Maui,  the 
libellant  was  discharged  from  the  ship  with  his  own  consent, 
'  and  by  the  authority  of  the  United  States  consul  at  the  port. 
That  the  master  of  the  ship  then  produced  to  the  consul  the 
list  of  his  ship's  company  certified  as  required  by  law,  and 
paid  to  the  consul  $36^  being  three  months'  wages  of  libel- 
lant, for  which  the  consul  gave  his  receipt,  together  with  his 
certificate  that  the  libellant  had  been  discharged  from  the 
ship  according  to  the  laws  of  the  United  States.  That  on 
the  return  of  the  vessel  to  the  port,  the  United  States  consular 
agent  put  the  libellant  on  board  the  ship  as  a  sick  and  dis- 
abled seaman,  to  be  carried  as  passenger  to  the  Unitc^l 
States,  and  that  he  was  so  received  and  brought  home.  The 
answer  further  stated  that  advances  had  been  made  to  the 
libellant,  which  more  than  paid  the  amount  due  him  upon  his 
lay  or  share  under  the  stipulation  in  the  shipping  articles  be- 
fore mentioned. 

To  this  answer  the  libellant  filed  only  a  general  replication 
in  the  usual  form. 

The  cause  was  heard  upon  depositions  and  documentary 
evidence ;  the  important  points  of  which  are  adverted  to  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

Burr  Sf  Benedict^  for  libellant 

L  The  rule  of  the  maritime  law  is  well  settled  from  the 
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earliest  periods^  that  a  seaman  taken  sick  shall  be  cured  and* 
tended  at  the  ship's  expense,  and  have  his  whole  wages;  if 
he  be  hurt  in  doing  his  duty,  and  in  rendering  services  to  the 
master  or  the  ship,  he  must  be  cured  and  indemnified  at  the 
expense  of  the  ship ;  if  he  be  disabled  for  life  in  defending 
himself  or  the  ship,  he  must  be  provided  for,  for  life,  at  the  ship's 
expense.  CleiraCj  25,  on  art  6  of  Laws  of  Oleron ;  Laws  of 
OleroHj  art  6,  7  ;  o/  Wisbuy,  art  18, 19 ;  of  Hanse  Towns^  art. 
39 ;  Pardessus,  passim,  1  Valin,  721 ;  2  lb.  167 ;  2  Boulay- 
Paty,  §§  9,  10,  11,  tit.  5 ;  AbboU  on  Shipp.  622,  624,  note ; 
Harden  v,  Gordon,  2  Mason^  541 ;  The  Brig  George,  1  Sumn. 
151 ;  Reed  v.  Canfield,  lb.  195 ;  The  Forest,  Ware,  420. 

II.  This  law  is  dictated  by  humanity  and  policy.  <'  The 
Spaniards  are  the  most  unkind  and  indeed  unjust  to  their 
sick  mariners  of  any  people,  for  they  neither  pay  them  any 
wages,  nor  maintain  them,  unless  they  pay  others  to  serve  in 
their  stead."  1  Pet  Adm.  R.  App.  107,  note ;  Sea  LawSy  203 ; 
TransUUion  of  Cleirac^  note  to  art.  45  of  Laws  of  Hanse 
Towns.  "  Public  policy,  as  well  as  the  ordinary  claims  of 
humanity,  demands  that  the  interests  of  the  seaman  should 
be  linked,  in  these  respects,  to  those  of  the  ship."  The  Brig 
George,  1  Swnn.  155.  All  the  ancient  codes  and  their  com- 
mentators, and  the  uniform  current  of  modem  decisions,  agree 
in  the  rule  tod  the  reasons  of  it. 

HI.  The  claimants,  however,  insist  that  the  rule  is  confined 
to  seamen  who  ship  by  the  month,  and  does  not  apply  to  sea- 
men on  whaling  voyages,  whose  wages  are  usually  a  share  of 
the  profits.  It  is  not  easy  to  see  how  the  mode  of  hiring 
should  alter  either  the  humanity  or  the  poKcy  of  the  law,  or 
in  any  manner  change  the  rule.  In  length  of  voyage, — in  ab- 
sence from  Mends  and  the  comforts  of  civilized  life  on  shore, — 
in  purely  maritime  service,  and  perils,  and  hardships, — ^in  the 
great  profits  and  national  benefits  which  result  from  his  la- 
bors,— and  in  the  necessity  of  being  kept  in  good  condition, 
the  whaling  seaman  is  the  mariner  j^or  excellence. 
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IV.  A  participation  in  the  profits  of  the  voyage  is  believed 
to  have  been  originally  the  mode  of  compensation  of  mari- 
ners in  all  employryents,  and  by  degrees  the  capitalist  took 
the  profits,  and  the  mariner  had  fixed  wages  ;  but  in  the  fish- 
eries the  original  and  primitive  plan  has  always  prevailed 
with  modifications.  In  the  time  of  Cleirac  there  were  six 
modes  of  hiring  mariners.  1.  By  the  voyage  or  by  the  run — 
a  fixed  sum.  2.  By  the  month,  week,  or  day.  3.  By  the  dis- 
tance—«o  much  a  mile  or  league.  4.  By  a  share  of  the  freight. 
5.  By  the  right  to  put  so  much  freight  on  board  belonging  to 
themselves  or  others.  6.  The  most  common — part  in  money 
and  part  in  the  right  to  put  freight  on  board.  CleiraCj  38, 
§§  32-34 ;  Laws  of  Oleron,  art.  19,  28,  29.  All  the  cases  in 
which  mariners  are  spoken  of,  in  the  codes  and  elsewhere, 
make  no  distinction  in  their  rights  and  duties,  depending  on 
the  mode  of  payment*  Pardessus^  Lois  Mar,  passim  ;  Laws 
of  Olerofiy  art.  19 ;  Laws  of  Wisbuyy  art.  36 ;  1  PardessuSy 
382,  485.  Their  rights  belong  to  them  as  "  mariners,"  "  ma- 
telots,"  and  not  as  paid  by  the  month  or  otherwise. 

y.  The  whaling  business  existed  before  the  codes  and 
the  commentators.  The  Biscayans  were  the  first  people  who 
prosecuted  the  whale  fishery  as  a  regular  commercial  pursuit. 
They  carried  it  on  with  great  vigor  in  the  twelfth,  thirteenth, 
and  fourteenth  centuries.  Encyc.  Am.  art  Whale-fishery. 
The' whale-fishery  is  one  of  the  oldest,  most  profitable,  and 
purely  maritime  commercial  pursuits.  Cleirac,  in  his  notes 
to  art.  44  of  the  Laws  of  Oleron,  (p  119,)  devotes  more  space 
to  this  subject  than  to  any  other  in  his  whole  commentary. 
Twelve  closely  printed  and  interesting  pages  are  devoted  to 
the  history,  mode  of  conducting,  and  commercial  importance 
of  this  great  -maritime  pursuit.  It  was  conducted  then,  as 
now,  on  shares.  Not  only  the  men  in  each  vessel  were  paid 
in  shares,  but  several  vessels  often  went  on  shares.  Those 
who  pursued  it  were  always. subject  to  the  maritime  law,  and 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty,  except  in  England,  since 
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the  masters  of  toe  English  Admiralty  have  prohibited  it  from 
exercising  its  jurisdiction.  2  Fa/t'n,  794 ;  Ourtis  on  Merch, 
Seam.  71,  353. 

VL  ^  Although  seamen  in  whaling  voyages  are  compen- 
sated by  shares  of  the  proceeds,  this  compensation  is  always 
treated  as  in  the  nature  of  wages.  They  are  never  deemed 
partners,  although  they  may  be  said  to  partake  of  the  profits 
of  the  voyage.  The  apportionment  of  the  proceeds  is  only  a 
mode  of  ascertcdning  their  compensation."  Reed  v.  Canfield, 
1  Storpy  203,  204.  This  was  a  case  of  a  seaman  injured  on  a 
whaling  voyage,  and  shows  that  the  modern  rule,  like  the 
ancient  one,  extends  to  whaling  seamen  as  well  as  others. 

VIL  It  is  said,  however,  that  the  mariners  contracted  in 
the  articles  that  they  should  not  be  paid  for  time  lost  by  sick- 
ness. The  clause  in  the  articles  is  a  most  extraordinary  one. 
1.  Its  inhumanity  and  impolicy  in  connection  with,  whaling 
voyages  is  most  manifest  It  leaves  the  sailor  after  eight 
months'  service  sick  and  unprotected,  12,000  miles  from  home, 
on  an  island  in  the  sea,  without  a  dollar.  It  makes  it  the 
pecuniary  interest  of  the  officers  to  have  the  men  sick,  or  to 
disable  them,  or  confine  them,  or  disrate  them,  or  put  them 
off  duty,  during  that  large  portion  of  the  voyage  when  there 
is  little  to  do.  It  makes  if  the  interest  of  the  seaman  to 
shrink  from  peril  and  exposure.  Every  accident  or  a  cold 
must  oost  them  a  portion  of  their  lay.  2.  It  also  makes  the 
measure  of  compensation  two  things  which  cannot  be  cor- 
veotly  measured — relative  health  and  labor.  How  long  must 
he  be  sick,  and  how  sick,  and  how  much  labor  shall  he  fail 
to  do  ?  Shall  every  hour  be  deducted,  or  must  it  run  to  a  day, 
a  week,  or  a  month  ?  Shall  every  headache,  and  stiff  joint, 
and  swelled  finger,  that  impairs  his  efficiency,  take  away  a 
portion  of  his  wages  ?  ' 

VIII.  Courts  of  Admiralty  are  in  the  habit  of  watching 
with  scrupulous  jealousy  every  deviation  firom  the  principles 
of  the  maritime  law ;  and  when  any  stipulation  is  found  in 
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the  shipping  articles  which  derogates  from  the  general  rights 
and  privileges  of  seamen,  Coarts  of  Admiralty  hold  it  void, 
unless  tife  nature  and  operation  of  the  clause  be,  fully  and 
fairly  explained  to  the  seaman,  and -an  additional  compen- 
sation is  allowed.  Brown  v.  Lull,  2  Sumn.  449,  450 ;  The 
JuUana,  2  Dods.  504  ;  2  Mason,  541,  656 ;  3  Kent,  193 ;  The 
Minerva,  1  Hogg,  Adm.  R.  347 ;  Abbott  on  Shipp.  609,  &  3, 
and  610,  note,  and  cases  cited. 

IX.  It  is  not  material  whether  the  articles  be  in  the  usual 
form,  or  what  is  the  custom  of  New  London.  It  is  the  de- 
parture from  the  principles  of  the  maritime  law,  and  the  gen- 
eral rights  of  seamen,  and  not  the  departure  ftom  the  usual 
form  of  articles,  or  from  the  custom  of  a  particular  place,  that 
avoids  the  clause.  All  articles  are  stuffed  with  void  clauses. 
Abbott  on  Shipp.  609,  §  3 ;  The  IVlinerva,  1  Sumn,  158 ;  Owr- 
tis  on  Merch,  Seam.  57,  note. 

X.  There  is  no  evidence  that  thef  articles  were  explained  to 
the  libellant,  nor  that  he  received  any  additional  compen- 
sation, nor  that  he  knew  of  any  custom  or  was  bound  by  it 
It  is  not  to  be  presumed  from  his  signing  articles  at  New 
London.  Harden  v.  Gordon,  2  Mason,  568 ;  1  Sumn.  168 ; 
1  Hall,  K  631,  632. 

XL  This  clause  may  be  construed  consistently  with  the 
maritime  law.  The  Court  will  therefore  so  construe  it  1.  It 
may  reasonably  apply  only  to  cases  in  which  seamen,  from  sick- 
ness or  other  cause,  needlessly  or  wrongfully,  or  by  consent  of 
the  consul,  leave  the  service  before  the  voyage  is  up, — or  only 
to  provide  that  in  cases  in  which  a  seaman  for  any  cause 
should  not  be  entitled  to  be  paid  for  the  whole  voyage,  that 
he  should  be  paid  his  share  of  the  whole  voyage  ratably  to 
the  time,  and  not  be  entitled  or  restricted  to  his  share  of  what 
was  taken  before  ^e  left  2.  Does  he  not  do  his  duty  who 
does  all  he  can  ?  By  either  of  these  constructions,  the  role 
of  the  maritime  law  is  unimpaired,  and  the  libellant  is  enti- 
tled to  recover  his  entire  wages. 

XIL  There  is  nothing  in  the  articles  to  impair  his  right  to 
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recover  the  indemnification  for  the  injury  received  in  the  ser- 
vices of  the  ship.  That  stands  tinder  the  maritime  laws. 
The  clause  in  the  articles  only  relates  to  wages. 

XIIL  The  alleged  discharge  of  the  libellant  in  Maui  the 
morning  after  the  accident  is  not  proved.  The  consular  cer- 
tificate is  not  evidence  of  a  discharge.  It  is  only  a  certificate 
that  the  seaman  was  left  there  sick,  to  save  the  captain's  lia- 
bility  on  his  bond  to  the  collector  if  the  ship  should  not  return 
to  Maui.  The  consul  has  no  jurisdiction  to  discharge  a  man 
except  in  cases  of  joint  application  or  consent,  of  which  this 
does  not  appear  to  be  one,  there  being  no  pretence  of  any 
consent,  and  the  man  was  not  in  a  situation  to  consent,  and 
it  would  have  been  brutal  to  ask  him. 

Asa  Childsy  for  the  claimants. 

I.  The  libellant's  claim  is  founded  on  the  special  contract. 
He  does  not  set  up  the  relation  of  a  mariner  to  the  ship,  and 
claim  wages,  and  the  expense  of  his  cure  from  the  ship,  as 
the  result  of  that  relation'  in  virtue  of  the  maritime  law ;  but 
he  sets  up  this  contract,  alleges  he  signed  it,  and  making  it 
the  ground  of  his  claim,  asks  the  Court  to  decree  its  specific 
performance,  and  give  him  his  share  of  the  products  of  the 
voyage.  1.  Now,  either  the  contract  is  in  force  or  it  is  not.  IS 
it  is  not  in  force,  or  is  abandoned,  then  it  is  certain  this  action 
cannot  be  sustained.  If  it  is  in  force,  then  the  duty  of  the 
Court  is  to  ascertain  its  import,  and  giving  it  a  fair  legal  con- 
struction, to  enforce  it.  But  in  respect  to  compensation,  the 
rights  of  seamen  are  and  always  have  been  matters  of  con- 
tract. The  maritime  law,  like  the  common  law,  will  imply  a 
contract  to  pay  wages,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  contract, 
upon  the  principle  of  a  qua/ntum  meruit^  but  it  leaves  parties 
free  to  make  their  own  contracts,  and  when  there  is  a  contract 
made  it  will  enforce  it.  The  whole  regulation  as  to  shipping 
articles  rests  upon  this  recognition  of  the  right  of  parties  to 
make  contracts.  2.  Whatever  may  be  the  rules  of  the  mari- 
time law  as  to  the  rights  of  parties,  it  is  perfectly  well  settled 
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that  they  may  be  controlled  by  special  contracts  in  respect  to 
the  parties  themselves.  1  Pet  Adm,  R.  113 ;  lb.  186 ;  lb, 
214.  3.  It  is  not  denied  that  the  contract,  to  be  valid,  must 
be  fairly  and  honestly  made.  But  the  law  as  to  seamen  is  in 
this  respect  the  same  as  the  law  as  to  other  men.  Acts  of 
oppression,  cunning,  deception,  introduced  into  contracts, 
Courts  will  protect  the  parties  against.  Inequality  in  terms, 
disproportions  in  bargains,  sacrifice  of  rights  on  one  side  only, 
not  compensated  by  benefits  on  the  other,  Courts  wiU  pro- 
nounce unjust,  and  regard  as  evidence  of  fraud.  4.  All  the 
rules  as  to  the  illegality  of  provisions  inserted  in  shipping  arti- 
cles, and  all  the  grounds  for  showing  special  favor  to  seamen 
by  Courts,  rest  upon  either  their  liability  to  be  imposed  upon, 
in  consequence  of  their  peculiar  relation,  or  actual  fraud  prac- 
tised upon  them.  But  even  in  the  extreme  cases,  if  the  con- 
tract is  fairly  made,  the  parties  are  bound  by  it. 

II.  The  contract  now  under  consideration  can  be  affected 
by  none  of  the  principles  referred  to.  It  is  not  a  contract  im- 
posed  upon  seamen  by  the  master  or  owners  of  a  ship.  It  is 
in  the  nature  of  a  copartnership.  Abbott  an  Shipp.  5th  Am.  ed. 
915.  The  owners,  officers,  and  men  have  associated  to  pur- 
sue a  particular  business.  The  owners  furnish  the  ship,  the 
officers  and  men  agree  to  do  the  work ;  and  they  are  all  by 
their  agreement  to  be  interested  jointly  in  the  whole  enter- 
prise. They  all  unite  in  a  mutual  covenant,  and  for  their 
own  protection  submit  to  the  authority  of  the  captain,  and 
prescribe  their  own  terms  of  interest.  The  men  are  not  labor- 
ing for  the  owners,  but  for  themselves,  as  much  so  in  every 
sense  as  the  members  of  a  mercantile  firm.  The  business  in 
•which  they  engage  is  not  a  trading  voyage,  but  rather  a  man- 
ufacturing business.  Except  the  time  spent  in  passing  from 
port  to  their  fishing  ground,  they  are  engaged  in  the  actual 
labor  of  procuring  oil  and  bone,  &c.  The  early  business  of 
catching  whales  and  other  fish  was  carried  on  by  companies 
collected  in  tents  on  the  shore,  and  had  no  connection  with 
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sUpping  business  whatever.  The  peculiar  rules  adopted^  in 
maritime  ports  for  the  regulation  of  seamen  in  trading  voy- 
ages— men  employed  simply  to  navigate  ships— cannot  be 
applicable  to  such  an  association  as  this. 

IIL  This  contract  was  fairly  made.  It  is  in  the  form  used 
at  the  port  where  made  by  every  company  engaged  in  the 
business  for  thirty  years.  It  is  free  from  all*  suspicious  cir- 
cumstances. It  is  signed  by  the  libellant,  who  writes  a  good 
hand,  and  furnishes  evidence  of  having  been  understandingly 
executed.  There  is  no  pretence  of  unfairness.  The  captain 
and  officers  are  all  subject  to  the  same  rules,  and  have  signed 
the  same  articles. 

IV.  The  contract  is  reasonable  in  its  terms,  and  equal  as 
respects  all  parties.  Every  man  is  to  receive  the  firuit  of  his 
own  labor  for  the  time  he  shall  perform  his  duties.  In  a 
trading  voyage  from  port  to  port,  where  the  seamen  take 
charge  of  the  owner's  ship,  and  expose  themselves  to  danger 
for  his  exclusive  benefit,  there  may  be  a  reason  and  it  may  be 
just  that  he  receive  his  wages  from  the  owners,  though  sick. 
But  this  is  not  such  a  voyage.  The  voyage  is  without  limit ; 
the  crew  are  to  engage  for  themselves,  as  well  as  the  owners, 
in  a  particular  enterprise,  to  work  as  long  as  circumstances 
shall  seem  favorable.  If  a  man  fails  to  continue  with  his 
associates,  and  another  person  is  procured  in  his  place,  the 
loss  should  be  his  own,  and  not  fall  upon  his  associates.  At 
any  rate,  a  contract  so  providing  is  not  unjust  or  unreason- 
able. It  is  not  just,  it  is  not  right,  that  the  earnings  of  others 
should  be  transferred  to  him.  The  question  is  not,  what  shall 
be  done  to  cure  a  sick  man ;  but  the  question  is,  can  it  be 
said  to  be  an  unreasonable  provision  in  a  contract  that  he 
shall  not,  as  a  pecuniary  interest,  receive  the  fruit  of  other 
men's  labors.  Bear  in  mind  this  is  not  a  claim  against  own- 
ers of  the  ship  for  wages,  but  against  the  associates  in  the 
enterprise,  to  obtain  a  part  of  their  earnings. 

V.  The  principle  adopted  by  Story  in  2  Mason,  541,  and 

39* 
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2  Sttmner,  449,  that  where  a  contract  imposes  unusual  haid- 
sbips  on  a  seaman  without  extra  compensation,  or  deprives 
him  of  rights  secured  by  the  mercantile  law,  the*  Court  will 
presume  the  contract  to  be  fraudulent,  does  not  apply  to  this 
case.  No  such  unusual  hardships  are  imposed,  no  ordinary 
rights  are  taken  away.  This  contract  stands  like  every  other 
contract  brought  before  the  Court,  presumed  upon  well*settled 
principles  o'f  law  to  be  fair  till  the  contrary  is  shown.  Admit 
that  a  contract  on  its  face  apparently  ^mjnst  imposes  upon  the 
party  who  sets  it  up  the  burden  of  proving  it  to  be  fair.  This 
contract  contains  no  provisions  which  justifies  any  presump- 
tion against  it. 

VL  As  to  the  claim  of  the  libellant,  that  he  is  to  be  ooied 
at  the  expense  of  the  ship,  no  question  of  any  practical  im- 
portance can  arise.  He  was  placed  in  the  hospital  at  the 
Sandwich  Islands,  and  sdl  the  expenses  paid  by  the  captain. 
He  was  brought  home  at  the  expense  of  the  United  States. 
His  board  bill  and  his  surgeon's  bill  at  New  London,  and  ail 
his  expenses,  were  paid  by  the  owners. 

VII.  The  libellant  was  discharged  according  to  law  at  the 
Sandwich  Islands,  and  this  would  be  conclusive  against  his 
claim  to  be  cured  at  the  expense  of  the  ship.  1.  The  consol 
had  a  right  to  discharge  him.  Act  of  July  20^  1840,  5  U.  & 
^ats.  394.  2.  His  certificate  is  that  he  was  discharged  ac- 
cording to  law.  8.  The  presumption  of  law*  is  that  a  pub- 
lic officer  has  done  his  duty.  4.  The  payment  of  ^36  is  con- 
firmatory evidence  that  the  consul  discharged  him  according 
to  law.  5.  His  sending  him  home  as  a  disabled  seaman 
proves  that  he  was  discharged. 

Bbtts,  J.  The  libellant  shipped  at  New  London  in  July, 
1845,  as  carpenter's  mate,  on  a  whaling  voyage. 

In  consequence  of  injuries  received  by  him,  in  the  discharge 
of  his  duty,  he  was  taken  on  shore  in  the  port  of  Lahaina,  in 
the  island  of  Maui,  one  of  the  Sandwich  Islands,  and  left  in 
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tile  hospital  there.  The  ship  proceeded  on  her  voyage^  and 
after  completing  her  eruise,  touched  at  Maui,  on  her  return 
home,  and  received  the  libellant  on  board,  he  being  placed 
there  as  a  sick  and  disabled  seaman  by  the  consul,  and  was 
brought  to  the  United  States,  the  master  receiving  $10  pas- 
sage money  from  the  consul  therefor. 

The  libellant  now  demands  wages  for  the  whole  voyage, 
together  with  the  expenses  of  his  cure. 

There  are  disagreements  in  several  particulars  between  the 
statements  of  the  libel  and  those  of  the  answer,  but  they  do 
not  essentially  affect  the  points  upon  which  the  cause  turns, 
and  accordingly  no  time  will  be  spent  in  the  consideration  of 
them. 

The  questions  in  the  case  are  three  : — 

Was  the  libellant  discharged  from  the  ship  at  Maui,  so 
as  to  terminate  the  shipping  contract,  and  exempt  the  vessel 
from  all  further  liability  in  consequence  of  his  shipment  ? 

Was  the  condition  contained  in  the  shipping  articles,  limit- 
ing the  libellant's  compensation  or  wages  to  the  time  he  was 
actually  on  board  and  capable  of  rendering  the  services  he 
contracted  to  perform,  a  legal  condition  and  obligatory  upon 
him? 

Is  the  ship  chargeable  with  the  expenses  of  the  libeUant's 
cure  ?  and  if  so,  to  what  extent  ? 

1.  It  is  incumbent  on  the  claimants  to  set  forth  in  their 
answer,  a  state  of  facts  justifying  the  discharge  of  the  libel- 
lant in  a  foreign  port,  and  to  support  the  allegations  by  com- 
petent and  sufficient  proofs. 

They  plead  that  the  libellant,  on  March  16, 1846,  fell  from 
the  topsail  yard  of  the  ship  through  want  of  sufficient  care  on 
his  part,  and  was  so  severely  injured  by  the  fall,  and  became 
so  sick  in  consequence  of  it,  that  he  was  rendered  unable  to 
perform  his  duty  outboard,  and  was,  at  his  own  request,  and 
by  order  of  the  captain,  and  by  aid  of  the  consular  agent, 
placed  in  the  hosjHtal.     That  on  March  18th,  he  was  dis-> 
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charged  from  the  ship  by  his  own  consent,  and  by  the  con- 
sent and  authority  of  Giles  Waldo,  the  United  States  consul 
at  that  port,  the  master  of  the  ship  having  produced  to  the 
consul  the  list  of  the  ship's  company,  certified  according  to 
law,  and  having  paid  to  the  consul  the  sum  of  $36,  being 
three  months'  wages  to  the  libellant. 

The  evidence  to  support  this  discharge  is  a  certificate, — rep- 
resented to  be  under  the  consular  seal,  but  the.  impression  of 
the  seal  is  too  faint  to  admit  of  its  being  deciphered, — attached 
to  the  articles,  and  expressed  in  these  terms  : — 

United  States  Consular  Agency  ) 
Lahaina,  Haumian  Islands.  | 

"  I,  the  undersigned  U.  S.  Consular  Agent,  do  hereby  cer- 
tify, that  Greorge  Stotesburg  has  been  discharged  from  ship 
Atlantic  on  account  of  sickness  and  in  accordance  with  the 
laws  of  the  United  States. 

"  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  this  18th  day  of  March, 
1846.  Giles  -Waldo, 

U.  S.  Consular  Agent 

"  By  A.  H.  Linigsyez,"  (or  some  other  similar  name,  not 
easily  determined  from  the  signature.) 

On  another  paper  a  memorandum  or  account  is  made  in  this 
form : — 

'<  Ship  Atlantic  and  owners  to  U.  S.  Consulate. 

3  months'  wages  to  Stotesburg,  $36  00 

Certificate  2  00 


$38  00 


Rec'd  payment, 

(Signed  as  above.) 
Lahaina,  March  18, 1846." 

These  papers  are  all  the  evidence  produced  to  support  the 
allegation  of  the  answer,  that  three  months'  wages  had  been 
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paid  to  the  commercial  agent,  and  that  the  discharge  had 
been  given  under  the  authorization  of  the  act  of  Congress  of 
February  28, 1803.    5  U.  S.  Stats.  396. 

The  discharge,  however,  manifestly  was  not  made  in  con- 
formity with  the  provisions  of  the  statute ;  for  the  cardhial 
requisite  to  the  exercise  of  that  authority  is,  that  applica- 
tion for  the  discharge  shall  be  made  bp  both  the  master  and 
mariner  ;  and  it  is  not  even  certified  that  the  consular  agent 
acted  on  any  such  application ;  on  the  contrary  the  proofs 
import  that  the  libellant  was  sent  ashore  by  direction  of  the 
master,  and  under  expectation  that  he  still  remained  con- 
nected with  the  vessel  as  if  he  had  continued  in  her.  The 
Court  cannot  assume  that  the  assent  of  the  libellant  to  his 
discharge  was  given,  merely  upon  the  fact  of  his  being  left  in 
a  hospital  in  his  then  maimed  and  dangerous  condition  ;  nor 
upon  the  assertion  of  the  person  acting  for  the  consular  agent 
that  the  libellant  was  discharged  from  the  ship  in  accordance 
with  the  laws  of  the  United  States.  It  is  unnecessary  to  in- 
quire, whether  an  averment  in  such  certificate  that  consent 
was  given  by  the  seaman  and  master  in  the  presence  of  the 
consul,  or  was  proved  to  him,  would  justify  the  discharge 
without  other  evidence  of  the  fact,  because  the  certificate  con- 
tains no  such  allegation.  Indubitably  the  particular  which 
gives  authority  to  consuls  to  act  in  this  behalf  under  the  stat- 
ute, must  be  duly  established,  or  his  proceedings  will  be  a 
nullity.  This  is  a  special  power  and  trust  confided  to  consuls 
and  commercial  agents,  and  must  be  exercised  by  those  officers 
strictly  in  pursuance  of  the  directions  of  the  statute. 

Nor  can  the  payment  of  $36  wages  made  to  the  consul  by 
the  master,  be  accepted  as  a  payment  of  the  three  months' 
wages  prescribed  by  the  act.  The  hiring  was  for  a  share  of 
the  takings  on  an  entire  whaling  voyage ;  and  the  rate  of  the 
lays  could  not,  by  the  method  of  apportionment  appointed  in 
the  articles,  be  applied  with  any  justness  to  the  period  of  ser- 
vice which  had  then  elapsed.    The  vessel  was  on  her  outward 


466  CASES  IN  ADMIRALTY. 

The  Atlantic. 

cruise  to  the  fishing  grounds,  and  it  would  be  evidently  un- 
just to  measure  the  compensation  of  the  libellant  by  lay  shares 
out  of  the  chance  takings  on  that  part  of  the  cruise.  The 
takings  of  the  entire  voyage  was  the  basis  upon  whidh  the 
libeHant's  share  should  be  computed.  Twelve  dollars  per 
month  was  evidently  adopted  as  an  arbitrary  allowance  of 
wages.  It  might  chance  to  be  more  advantageous  to  the 
libellant  than  his  lay  of  the  earnings  of  the  adventure,  appor- 
tioning the  time  he  was  in  the  ship  with  the  entire  duration 
of  the  voyage.  Still,  it  might  be  disproportionately  short  of 
his  share.  And  it  certainly  was  not  competent  to  the  master 
and  consular  agent  to  determine  that  matter  without  the  clear 
understanding  and  concurrence  of  the  libellant  I  think,  there- 
fore, there  is  not  in  this  discharge  that  conformity  with  the 
requirements  of  the  act  of  1803,  which  will  uphold  it  to  protect 
the  ship.    Jay  v.  Almy,  1  Woodb,  Sp  M.  270.* 

The  act  of  July  20, 1840,  (6  U.  8.  Stats.  394,  c.  48,  §§  6, 6, 9,) 
empowers  consuls  and  consular  agents  abroad,  to  discharge 
seamen  from  their  contracts  or  their  ships,  and  to  exact  the 
payment  of  three  months'  wages,  or  even  more,  or  to  dispense 
with  it  as  in  their  judgment  they  may  think  expedient.  This 
power  can  be  exercised  but  in  two  cases, — upon  the  applica- 
tion of  both  the  master  and  the  mariner,  or  upon  that  of  the 
mariner  alone.  The  master  can  act  in  the  matter  only  jointly 
with  the  mariner.  And  it  is  not  enough  for  the  consul  to  cer- 
tify that  he  gave  the  discharge  "lawfully,"  or  that  he  gave  it 
"  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  United  States."  It  must 
be  made  to  appear  upon  what  grounds  he  proceeded.  The 
Court  cannot  intend  that  it  was  on  the  joint  request  of  the 
master  and  seaman ;  nor  that  it  was  on  the  sole  application 
of  the  latter,  nor  even  that  one  or  other  ingredient  of  fact  ac- 
tually existed.  The  power  imparted  to  consuls  is  limited  and 
specific  in  character,  not  appertaining  to  him  virtute  officiiy 


1  Compare  Hutchinson  v.  Coombs,  Ware,  65 ;  also  Minor  t\  Harbeck,  post. 


FEBRUARY,  1849.  467 


The  Atlantic. 


but  confenred  by  a  statutory  provision ;  and  the  law  raises  no 
presumption  or  intendment  in  support  of  his  doings,  until  it 
is  shown  that  bis  jurisdiction  attached  to  the  subject, — that 
a  case  had  occurred  falling  within  the  scope  of  his  powers. 
The  rule  is  coeval  with  the  existence  of  statutory  or  limited 
tribunals  or  officers,  that  their  doings  must  be  made  to  appear 
to  be  within  their  authority,  and  that  nothing  can  be  supplied 
in  support  of  their  jurisdiction  by  intendment.  1  Co.  InsU  117 ; 
2  Cb.  iJ.  16 ;  1  Lilly,  Abr.  371 ;  1  Levinz,  104 ;  Powers  v.  The 
People,  4  Johns.  292 ;  Atkins  v.  Brewer,  3  Ckno.  206 ;  Grignon 
V.  Astor,  2  How.  319 ;  Bennett  v.  Bush,  1  Den.  141.  Nor  is  it 
sufficient  for  the  officer  to  aver  ever  so  positively  his  jurisdic- 
tion. He  must  set  forth  the  facts  necessary  to  confer  it,  and 
those  jurisdictional  facts  must  be  established  by  proof.  The 
People  V.  Koebar,  7  Hill,  39,  and  cases  cited. 

I  do  not  discuss  the  question  raised  respecting  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  proof,  that  Giles  Waldo  was  the  consular  agent  of 
the  United  States  at  Lahaina,  or  that  the  gentleman  who  has 
subscribed  the  act  for  him,  was  his  legally  authorized  substi- 
tute. Admitting  that  the  seal  of  the  consulates,  imports  a  legal 
authority  in  the  person  using  it  to  do  all  official  acts  apper- 
taining to  the  office,  still  the  case  calls  for  the  remark,  that 
the  papers  should  present  a  distinct  impression  of  a  seal  so 
that  it  may  be  identified  and  discriminated.  The  paper  be- 
fore the  Court  does  indeed  bear  a  faint  similitude  of  a  seal, 
but  neither  vignette  nor  motto  is  distinguishable ;  and  the 
vague  flourish  employed  for  a  signature,  affords  no  means 
by  which  the  authentication  of  the  discharge  can  be  verified.^ 

2.  To  meet  the  claim  for  wages  during  the  period  of  the 
libellant's  disability,  the  answer  sets  up  a  stipulation  in  the 


1  That  a  regular  and  valid  consalar  discharge,  properly  certified,  is  con- 
clusive on  all  points  duly  passed  upon  by  the  consul,  unless  his  conduct  be 
proved  corrupt  or  fraudulenl^see  Lamb  i'.  Briard,  anl€f  867 ;  Tingle  v.  Tucker, 
decided  April,  1849,  reported  post,  in  its  order. 
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shipping  articles  signed  by  the  libellant,  whereby  it  was  agreed 
that  if  either  of  the  officers  or  crew  should  be  prevented  by 
sickness  or  other  cause  from  performing  their  duty  during  the 
whole  of  the  voyage,  he  should  receive  of  his  lay  or  share  only 
in  proportion  as  the  time  served  or  duty  performed  by  him 
should  bear  to  the  whole  time  the  ship  should  be  in  perform- 
ing the  voyage. 

A  general  replication  to  the  answer  is  filed  by  the  libellant, 
'  which  has  only  the  effect  to  put  both  parties  to  the  proof  of 
the  allegations  in  their  respective  pleadings  not  admitted  to 
be  true,  {Dist.  Ct.  RtUes^  88) ;  or  of  permitting  the  cause, 
when  the  answer  operates  as  a  plea  in  bar,  to  be  set  down  for 
hearing  upon  the  libel  and  answer  alone.  Dist.  Ct.  Rules^ 
78.  That  rule  allows  the  libellant  to  treat  the  answer  as  a 
plea  in  bar,  and  by  so  replying  to  it,  save  himself  from  the 
consequences  of  admitting  its  truth,  which  he  would  do  in 
effect  by  setting  it  down  for  hearing  on  a  general  replicatL<Mi. 

It  may  admit  of  question  whether  the  Supreme  Court  Rules 
{Rule  27)  do  not,  by  fair  implication,  take  away  the  right  of 
a  claimant  or  respondent  to  interpose  a  formal  plea  or  demur- 
rer on  the  merits  to  a  libel  or  information  in  Admiralty,  and 
whether  he  is  not  limited  to  a  defence  by  answers  alone. 
See  Sup.  Ct.  RuleSy  27.  The  rule,  however,  does  not  import 
that  he  can  interpose  no  other  defence  than  a  denial  or 
admission  of  the  facts.  The  facts  may  be  undisputed,  and 
yet  supply  no  cause  of  action  ;  or  the  defendant  may  be 
able  to  adduce  other  facts  avoiding  the  effect  of  those  alleged 
by  the  libellant,  or  he  may  possess  matte?  of  estoppel  and 
bar  which  the'  Court  could  never  intend  he  should  be  pre- 
cluded from  using,  without  his  being  also  compelled  to  make 
formal  denial  of  the  facts  set  up  by  the  libel.  Certain  Logs 
of  Mahogany,  2  Sumn.  589 ;  Pratt  v.  Thomas,  Waref  427.  The 
provisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  Rule  must  be  deemed  satis- 
fied if  the  defendant,  whether  or  nol^  required  by  the  libel, 
replies  to  the  allegations  in  the  libel  by  a  full  and  explicit 
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answer.  The  special  replication  authorized  by  the  District 
Court  Rule,  may  thus  be  urged  to  create  a  triable  issue  upon 
the  merits.  This  is  the  practice  in  Equity.  Sup.  Ct.  Rules ^ 
Equity.  There  would  be  equal  conveniency  and  fitness  in 
applying  it  to  pleadings  in  Admiralty. 

The  Supreme  Court  Rules  indicate  no  method  of  pleading 
applicable  to  such  case,  unless  it  be  embraced  in  the  right  to 
amencf  the  libel.  Rule  ?A.  That  would  necessarily  lead  to 
a  new  answer,  and  would  by  no  means  further  the  simplicity 
in  pleading  which  was  regarded  by  Congress  as  an  object  of 
cardinal  importance  in  authorizing  the  Supreme  Court  to  reg- 
ulate Admiralty  proceedings.  Act  of  August  23,  1842,  5  U. 
S.  Stats.  518,  §  61. 

In  the  summary  of  the  practice  of  this  Court,  it  is  stated 
that  the  replication  to  an  answer  as  to  a  plea,  may,  in  case  of 
urgent  importance,  be  special  or  double;  but  ordinarily  it 
should  take  a  single  issue  upon  the  allegations  of  the  answer, 
however  multifarious  those  may  be.  Beiis's  Adm.  Pr,  60. 
The  practice  in  the  District  of  Louisiana  appears  to  be  essen- 
tially to  the  same  effect,  (Waring  v.  Clark,  6  How.  441,)  but 
in  general,  special  replications  to  answers  would  not  seem  to 
be  in  use,  in  American  Courts  of  Admiralty,  unless  demanded 
by  the  libellant  Dunl.  Adm.  Pr.  197 ;  Coffin  v.  Jenks,  3  Story, 
108, 121. 

It  is  otherwise  in  the  English  Admiralty,  although  an  emi- 
nent compiler  appears  to  regard  the  practice  as  irregular. 
2  Browne's  Civ.  Sf  Adm.  L.  365,  415.  Pleas  in  bar  may  be 
interposed,  with  the  right  to  plead  generally  afterwards,  (The 
Sarah  Jane,  7  Jur.  669 ;  8.  C.  2  W.  Rob.  110,)  and  a  reply 
or  rejoinder  contradictory  to  the  allegations  in  the  answer,  or 
setting  up  new  matter,  are  of  constant  use  in  the  English 
Admiralty.  The  Aurora,  1  W.  Rob.  326 ;  The  Anne  and  Jane, 
2  J&.  104 ;  The  Hebe,  lb.  146, 152, 

Manifestly,  then,  the  libellant  ought  to  have  introduced  into 
the  pleadings,  either  by  an  amendment  of  the  libel  after  the 
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answer  was  interposed,  or  by  special  replication  to  this  branch 
of  the  defence,  such  averments  as  were  necessary  to  enable 
him  to  contest  or  avoid  the  bar  to  his  recovery  supposed  to 
be  contained  in  the  stipulations  of  the  shipping  articles,  which 
he  admits  he  signed  and  that  they  contain  the  true  contract 
with  him. 

His  counsel,  however,  insist  that  he  has  a  right  to  treat  the 
engagement  as  a  nullity,  without  alleging  any  facts  impugn- 
ing it ;  and  that  the  Court,  as  matter  of  law,  must  pronounce 
an  agreement  of  that  description,  entered  into  with  a  mariner, 
to  be  nugatory  and  void,  in  respect  to  him. 

In  considering  the  question  thus  raised,  I  shall  regard  the 
objection  urged  to  the  defence  founded  upon  the  stipulation, 
as  if  it  arose  upon  demurrer  or  formal  exception  to  that  part 
of  the  answer. 

It  is  not  to  be  denied  that  a  common  sailor  is  competent  to 
make  a  shipping  contract.  Indeed,  the  statutes  of  both  the 
United  States  and  England  imperatively  impose  on  masters 
the  duty  of  entering  into  contracts  in  writing  with  seamen 
employed  by  them.  And  the  acts  of  Congress  clearly  imply 
that  such  contracts  will  be  valid  although  operating  to  the 
disadvantage  of  the  mariner  even  in  their  most  essential  fea- 
ture,— ^the  rate  of  wages, — for  they  make  that  a  particular 
which  must  be  stipulated,  and  on  omission  by  the  master 
to  have  a  written  contract,  they  give  the  mariner  a  chance  of 
higher  wages  than  he  may  have  bargained  for  verbally,  by 
allowing  him  to  demand  the  highest  current  rate  at  his  port 
of  shipment  Act  of  July  20, 1790,  1  U.  S.  Stats.  131,  ch.  29, 
§  1 ;  Act  of  July  20,  1840,  5  lb.  395,  §  1,  arts.  3, 10, 19.  The 
written  or  printed  shipping  articles  must  now  ^'  contain  all 
the-  conditions  of  contract  with  the  crew  as  to  their  service, 
pay,  voyage,  and  all  other  things."  Act  of  July  20,  1840, 
5  U.  8.  Stats.  395,  §  3. 

It  is  remarkable,  that  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  20, 1790, 
in  specifying  the  constituent  parts  of  a  contract  with  seamen. 
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shoald  omit  the  rate  of  pay  or  wages  he  was  to  receive.  By 
the  provisions  of  that  act  the  agreement  must  '^  declare  the 
voycLge  or  voyages^  term  or  terms  of  time  for  which  such  sea- 
man or  mariner  shall  be  shipped^  §  1.  The  act  of  July  20, 
1840,  assumes  that  the  rate  of  wages  is  a  component  part  of 
shipping  articles,  (§  3,)  and  the  Courts,  previous  to  that  enact- 
ment, always  enforced  against  masters  of  vessels  the  obliga- 
tion to  stipulate  the  rate  of  pay  as  an  essential  part  of  the 
written  contract.  Bartlet  v.  Wyman,  14  Johns,  260 ;  Johnson 
V.  Dalton,  1  (hw.  543 ;  3  KerU,  4th  ed.  177 ;  Gilpin,  306,  462. 
The  English  statutes  moreover  are  precise  and  unequivocal 
upon  this  point.  Abbott  on  Shipp.  (?07.  See  3  Kent,  196, 
note  c,  where  a  summary  of  the  last  English  act  is  given. 
The  English  and  American  Admiralty  have,  in  many  instan- 
ces, interposed  to  protect  seamen  against  stipulations  intro- 
duced into  shipping  articles,  not  demanded  by  statute,  and 
which  were  in  abridgment  of  their  rights  under  the  law  mari- 
time, and  where  no  adequate  compensation  was  secured  them 
as  an  equivalent  for  the  rights  relinquished.  Abbott  on  Shipp. 
722 ;  Curtis  on  Merch.  Seam.  44 ;  3  Kent,  6th  ed.  193,  note. 
But  they  have  uniformly  held  that  the  shipping  articles  are 
conclusive  as  to  the  wages,  where  no  fraud  or  deception  is 
proved. 

Upon  these  principles  it  would  seem  to  result,  that  the  mar- 
iner can  act  in  forming  a  contract  for  wages  or  compensation 
with  the  same  authority,  and  can  bind  himself  to  the  same 
degree  as  any  other  contracting  party,  where  specific  wages 
for  a  period  of  time,  or  for  a  voyage  or  cruise  are  agreed  upon, 
or  where  any  other  special  mode  of  compensation  is  adopted. 
The  Sidney  Cove,  2  Dods.  11 ;  The  Mona,  1  W.  Rob,  137  ; 
The  Riby  Grove,  2  2fe.  62  ;  The  Mariner's  case,  8  Mod.  379 ; 
Howe  V.  Napier,  4  Bwrr.  1944.  The  law  has  established  no 
distinction  which  goes  to  invalidate  his  contract  when  coupled 
with  conditions  or  qualifications  to  his  right  to  recover  the 
stipulated  wages  in  full. 
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The  Courts  have  gone  no  further  than  to  declare  that  they 
will  scrutinize  agreements  to  the  seaman's  prejudice,  which 
are  outside  of  the  statutory  requirements,  or  unusual  in  ship- 
ping articles ;  and  will  absolve  the  mariner  from  them  unless 
it  is  proved  by  the  master  or  owners  that  he  clearly  under- 
stood their  character,  and  was  secured  a  compensation  conre- 
spondent  to  the  disadvantages  or  restriction  imposed  upon 
him.  3  Kent^  193,  and  note ;  Abbott  on  Shipp.  722,  and  note. 
With  this  limitation  the  'contract  operates  in  respect  to  the 
mariner  with  no  less  efficiency  than  upon  the  owner. 

Contracts  for  wages  in  mon^y  have  become  almost  ex- 
clusively those  now  employed  in  general  navigation  by  com- 
mercial nations.  3  Kent^  185.  Shipping  agreements  are  ac- 
cordingly greatly  simplified  in  comparison  with  what  might 
be  required  were  seamen  now  accustomed  to  be  rewarded,  as 
in  the  earlier  periods  of  commerce,  out  of  the  freight  or  prof- 
its of  the  voyage,  or  by  their  own  ventures  on  board.  In  de- 
fining and  fixing  the  method  of  compensation  in  such  cases, 
agreements  might  be  required  or  appropriate,  whicU  should 
make  the  mariner's  right  to  a  full  share,  or  to  any  share  of 
tbe  ship's  earnings,  dependent  upon  circumstances  which 
ought  not  to  afl'ect  a  contract  for  money  wages. 

I  do  not  find,  in  looking  carefully  through  the  ancient  ordi- 
nances of  maritime  countries,  any  inhibition  upon  the  right  of 
a  master  or  owner  to  make  special  contracts  with  seamen  in 
voyages  for  freight  or  profits,  or  any  exoneration  of  seamen 
from  the  obligation  of  their  special  agreements  in  relation 
thereto.  Both  parties  were  considered  as  acting  in  concert 
and  by  mutual  consent  in  arranging  the  terms  upon  which 
the  voyage  was  to  be  undertaken  and  in  conducting  it  after  it 
commenced,  ( Laws  of  Oleron,  art.  16 ;  Laws  of  Wisbup,  art 
32,)  and  as  having  a  common  interest  in  the  direction  of  the 
vessel.  Laws  of  Oleron^  art.  21.  In  all  critical  emergencies 
the  advice  or  opinion  of  a  major  part  of  the  ship's  company 
determined  the  matter.    Laws  of  Oleron^  art.  2 ;   Wisbup,  art. 
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14,  21.  The  laws  secured  to  seamen  certain  advantages  of 
yentare  or  portage  in  shipping  portions  of  the  cargo  on  their 
own  account,  {Laws  of  OkroUj  art  16;  Wisbuy^  art.  30; 
1  Pardessusj  Lois  Mar,  ^36  ;  Lubeck,  art.  10  ;  Hamburg, 
art  9,)  and  the  privileges  were  sometimes  in  addition  to 
money  wages  ;  at  other  times  they  constituted  the  entire  com- 
pensation. 3  PhrdessuSy  340.  These  provisions  denote  that 
the  mariners,  in  a  common  adventure,  had  a  concurring  voice 
with  the  owners  and  master  in  controlling  its  management, 
and  could  regulate,  at  their  own  discretion,  the  privileges  they 
were  to  have  in  the  voyage.  No  intimation  is  made  that 
they  were  under  tutelage  or  disabilities  in  that  respect,  so  that 
their  engagements  would  be  voidable  if  varying  from  the 
familiar  formula  adopted  in  money  hirings. 

Whaling  voyages,  as  conducted  in  England  and  in  the 
United  States,  form  a  species  of  navigation  bearing  consider- 
able similitude  to  the  ancient  method  of  rewarding  seamen  by 
shares  of  freight  earned,  but  very  little,  if  any,  with  the  sys- 
tem of  employment  on  money  wages,  which  forms  the  basis 
of  ordinary  shipping  agreements.  They  are  held  not  to  be 
strictly  copartnerships,  {Abbott  on  Shipp.  705;  The  Phebe, 
Ware^  263 ;  3  KerU^s  Comm.  185,)  yet  they  are  mutual  con- 
cerns, involving  an  entire  reciprocity  between  owners  and 
mariners  in  respect  to  the  profits  and  losses  of  the  adventure. 
1  Boulay  Pcaty^  197,  §  7 ;  Cleiracy  Gout,  de  la  Mer^  66,  note  2. 
'  They  result  in  communities  or  associations,  in  which  each 
and  all  take  a  common  risk,  and  are  mutually  entitled  to  a 
profit  The  owner  supplies  the  ship,  her  equipment,  and 
stores,  and  the  officers  and  crew  contribute  their  services,  and 
an  agreed  ratio  of  remuneration  out  of  the  earnings  of  the  en- 
terprise is  allotted  to  these  respective  interests.  The  propor- 
tions in  this  distribution  will,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  be 
exceedingly  dissimilar,  and  are  invariably  the  subject  of  express 

agreement,  because  not  a  matter  capable  of  adjustment  by 
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the  Courts  on  any  principle  of  legal  or  equitable  merits  be- 
tween the  parties. 

It  is  somewhat  singular  that  an  interest  of  such  magnitnde 
in  this  country  as  the  whaling  business,  should  not  have  been 
regarded  by  Congress  as  deserving  regulation  by  law  as  much 
as  fishing  voyages,  or  ordinary  trading  ones.  No  statute  has, 
however,  fixed  the  rights  of  parties  in  thes^  adventures,  or 
required  their  agreements  to  be  in  writing.  Chancellor  Kent 
is  mistaken  in  supposing  that  the  act  of  June  19,  1813,  (8  U. 
&  StcUs,  2,  ch.  2,)  applies  to  whaling  voyages.  3  KefUy  178. 
It  is  limited  to  the  bank  and  other  cod  fisheries.  But  a  spe- 
cies of  usages,  adapted  to  the  necessities  of  these  adventures, 
are  growing  into  practice,  which  the  Courts  seem  disposed  to 
favor,  and  which  may  soon  acquire  the  character  and  useful- 
ness of  authoritative  ordinance^.  Curtis  on  Merch,  Seam.  394, 
App.  2 ;  Barry  v.  Coffin,  3  Pick.  115  ;  Baxter  v.  Rodman, 
lb.  435. 

The  contract  brought  before  the  Court  in  this  case  is  a  fair 
representation  of  the  terms  upon  which  these  engagements 
are  usually  arranged.  K  the  limitation  of  the  rights  of  the 
crew  to  shares  in  those  takings  only  which  they  have  aided  in 
making  be  not  of  general  use,  the  stipulation  would  seem  in 
itself  reasonable  and  appropriate,  if  entered  into  by  the  mari- 
ner with  an  understanding  of  its  purport  and  aim.  The  ex- 
ception taken  in  this  case  to  the  argument  does  not  go  to  the 
provision  as  in  itself  inadmissible,  but  the  scope  of  the  objec- 
tion is,  that  the  stipulation  is  void  for  want  of  proof  on  the 
part  of  the  owners  that  the  libellant  had  it  clearly  explained  to 
him,  and  that  he  was  secured  an  equivalent  for  a  general 
right  to  wages  for  the  voyage  surrendered  by  this  clause  of 
the  engagement. 

There  are  facts  in  evidence  affording  a  strong  implication 
that  the  libellant  well  understood  this  provision.  The  vessel 
was  fitted  out  in  the  port  of  New  London,  and  it  is  proved 
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that  for  a  long  period  of  years  a  like  condition  has  been  intro- 
duced into  shipping  articles  signed  at  that  port,  and  that  for 
twenty  years,  or  more,  voyages  have  been  made  up  and  set- 
tled there  upon  that  basis.  The  libellant,  in  his  libel,  evinces 
a  familiarity  with  the  contents  of  the  shipping  articles,  as  he 
asserts  that  his  contract  is  fully  set  forth  in  them.  He  was  a 
mechanic,  a  carpenter's  mate,  shipped  at  New  London,  and 
joined  the  vessel  there ;  and  in  the  absence  of  all  evidence  to 
the  contrary,  it  will  be  implied  that  he  was  a  resident  of  that 
place  or  vicinity,  and  he  must  be  deemed  cognizant  of  so  old 
and  notorious  a  custom  in  the  line  of  business  in  which  he 
engaged.  His  handwriting  indicates  a  good  education,  and 
as  he  took  a  rate  of  wages  above  that  of  green  hands  and 
ordinary  seamen  or  cooper's  mate,  and  equal  with  that  of  sea- 
men, it  is  also  fairly  inferable  that  the  particulars  of  his  com- 
pensation and  the  circumstances  likely  to  affect  it,  were  ascer- 
tained and  particularly  attended  to  upon  his  part. 

But,  in  my  opinion,  the  stipulation  is  not  of  that  unusual 
or  extraordinary  character  that  any  explanation  of  it  to  the 
libellant  was  requisite.  It  clearly  was  the  customary  one  at 
that  port,  and  it  seems  to  be  exactly  adapted  to  the  character 

> 

of  the  adventure  in  which  the  parties  were  about  to  unite 
upon  a  ground  of  common  interest.  Upon  the  basis  of  re- 
compense adopted,  each  party  would  be  solicitous  to  secure 
the  whole  advantage  of  his  own  labor,  and  to  prevent  others 
from  participating  in  profits  and  earnings  towards  which  they 
had  contributed  no  aid. 

There  was  a  legal  and  equitable  equivalent  for  the  engage- 
ment in  its  m/idwUity.  It  applied  alike  to  officers  and  crew. 
Those  who  were  to  receive  large  shares  and  those  whose  por- 
tions were  the  smallest  reciprocally  surrendered  and  acquired 
like  rights  under  it ;  and  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  although 
the  libellant  was  entitled  to  a  precedence  over  portions  of  the 
ship^s  company,  other  portions  had  reserved  to  them  shares 
mbch  larger  than  his  own.     His  chance  of  gain  might  thus, 
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by  their  shares  falling  into  the  distribution  fund,  counter- 
balance his  risk  of  loss.  The  adventure  was  in  its  nature 
one  of  hazard,  and  each  person  would  naturally  compute  the 
chances  as  more  likely  to  turn  in  his  favor  than  against  him, 
and  would  accordingly  regard  the  stipulation  as  promising  an 
advantage  to  himself.     ' 

I  shall  accordingly  hold  that  the  engagement  was  valid, 
and  that  the  libellant  cannot  claim  any  part  of  the  takings 
earned  during  the  period  of  his  disability. 

3.  The  remaining  question  is,  as  to  the  liability  of  the  ship 
iu  this  peculiar  engagement,  to  bear  the  charge  of  the  libel- 
lant's  sickness  and  cure. 

The  general  principle  applicable  to  the  rights  and  liabil- 
ities of  seamen  is,  that  the  shipping  contract  is  presumed  to 
include  the  provisions  of  the'law  maritime,  except  as  varied 
or  modified  by  express  stipulation  between  the  parties.  The 
Crusader,  Wdre^  448 ;  Jameson  v.  The  Regulus,  1  Pet.  Adm.  R 
212 ;  Ourtis  on  Merck.  Seam.  106.  A  fundamental  doctriDe 
applicable  to  mariners'  contracts,  and  one  regarded  in  the 
maritime  law  as  forming  a  part  of  the  contract,  is  the  right  of 
seamen  to  be  cured  at  the  expense  of  the  ship,  of  sickness  or 
injury  received  in  the  ship's  service.  JacobseUy  144 ;  Abbott 
on  Shipp.  258 ;  Curtis  on  Merck.  Seam.  106,  111.  Pardessus, 
in  his  compilation  of  marine  ordinances  and  laws,  collects  the 
provisions  upon  this  subject  embodied  in  those  edicts  and 
usages.  1  Pardessus,  327,  471,  474 ;  2  i6.  621 ;  3  lb.  141,  374, 
510,  518.  See,  also,  1  Boulay  Paty,  202.  Valin  comments 
upon  the  import  of  several  of  the  ancient  ordinances  which 
are  embraced  in  Article  XI.  of  the  Ordinance  of  the  Marine 
of  Louis  XIV. ;  and  evidently  regards  them  as  being  of  uni- 
versal obligation,  including  mariners  employed  under  every 
method  of  hiring.  1  Valin,  721.  The  decisions  of  the  Ameri- 
can Courts  rest  upon  and  sanction  the  maritime  codes  of 
Continental  Europe  upon  this  subject.  Abbott  on  Shipp. 
260,  notes;   3   Kent,  6th  ed.  184-186,  notes;    Ourtis  on 
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Merch.  Seam.  106-111.  Seamen  are  entitled  to  be  main* 
tained  and  cured  at  the  expense  of  the  ship  of  sickness  or 
injuries  received  while  in  her  service.  And  Courts  would 
receive  with  great  distrust  any  engagement  upon  the  part  of 
mariners  to  dispense  with  or  qualify  this  privilege,  alike  im- 
portant to  them  personally  in  point  of  humanity  and  in  view 
of  wise  policy,  in  aid  of  the  navigation  and  commerce  of  the 
country. 

The  case  of  the  libellant  falls  clearly  within  this  rule,  and 
nothing  is  shown  in  its  character  in  any  way  detracting  from 
his  right  to  the  full  benefit  of  it. 

The  pretended  discharge  at  Lahiana  was  of  no  effect  upon 
the  rights  of  libellant)  for  the  reasons  already  stated  ;  and  his 
assent  to  be  put  on  shore,  if  such  assent  is  to  be  implied,  was 
only  in  accordance  with  the  direction  of  the  master  and  the 
convenience  of  the  ship.  He  still  continued  entitled  to  sup- 
port from  the  vessel,  and  to  all  the  advantages  he  would  have 
possessed  if  put  on  shore  without  being  consulted  or  against 
his  consent,  or  if  he  had  continued  on  board  during  the  resi- 
due of  the  cruise. 

In  my  judgment,  therefore,  there  is  no  ground  to  question 
his  right  to  be  treated  and  cured  at  the  expense  of  the  ship. 

The  essential  question  is,  what  is  the  extent  and  duration 
of  that  charge,  and  how  is  its  value  to  be  measured  in 
money  ? 

The  vessel  must  cover  every  necessary  and  appropriate  ex- 
penditure made  iemd  responsibility  incurred  by  the  libellant 
during  the  period,  for  board,  nursing,  or  medical  treatment. 
The  authorities  above  referred  to  fully  support  his  right  of 
recovery  to  that  extent ;  and  whether  such  disbursements  have 
been  made  by  him,  or  there  is  an  outstanding  liability  on  his 
behalf  for  them,  may  be  a  fit  subject  of  reference  and  adjust- 
ment before  a  commissioner. 

The  main  difficulty  is,  whether  the  libellant's  disabilities  still 
continue  a  charge  upon  the  vessel  after  the  voyage  is  fully 
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completed,  and  if  so,  what  is  to  be  the  legal  termiaation  of 
the  charge. 

The  expression  often  employed  in  the  various  ordinances 
and  in  the  decisions  is,  that  mariners  are  entitled  to  be  cured 
of  sickness  and  wounds  received  in  service  of  the  ship.^  This 
statement  is  clearly  not  to  be  taken  in  an  absolute  sense. 
That  would  involve  impossibilities.  Diseases  and  injuries 
so  incurred  are  frequently  in  their  nature,  and  in  their  direct 
consequences,  incurable.  An  exposure  to  unusual  labor  or 
privations  on  the  voyage  may  induce  maladies  permanent  or 
irremediable  in  their  character ;  thus  broken  limbs,  or  bodily 
debility  resulting  from  services  in  the  ship,  are  very  often  the 
sailor's  heritage  for  the  residue  of  his  li^. 

Judge  Story  was  manifestly  laboring  under  uncertainty  of 
mind  whether  the  liability  of  the  ship  or  owner  was  of  inde- 
terminate duration,  and  might  be  enforced  so  long  as  the 
necessity  should  continue.  In  Harden  v.  Gordon,  (2  Mason^ 
541,)  the  rule  was  laid  down  with  great  amplitude,  that  the 
expenses  of  sick  seamen  were  to  be  borne  by  the  ship,  includ- 
ing medicines,  medical  advice,  nursing,  and  lodging.  In  The 
Brig  George,  (1  Sumn,  59,)  this  rule  was  restated,  and  applied 
to  the  case  of  a  mate  substituted  as  master  by  the  consul 
abroad,  and  who  was  lodged  and  treated  on  shore.  In  Reed 
V.  Canfield,  (1  Sumn,  195,)  the  point  was  presented  with 
more  distinctness,  as  that  was  a  case  of  disability  continuing 
after  the  termination  of  the  voyage,  and  which  might  proba- 
bly last  for  the  life  of  the  sailor.  Judge  Story  puts  the  inqui- 
ries : — ^^  What  are  the  limits  of  the  allowance  ?  "  "  May  they 
be  extended  over  years  or  for  life  ?  "  "  Are  they  to  be  like 
the  pensions  allowed  by  some  of  the  marine  ordinances  in 
cases  of  wounds  and  other  injuries  received  by  seamen  in 
defending  the  ship  from  the  attack  of  pirates  ?  "     These  are 


1  (Compare  Ringold  v,  Crocker,  ante,  344, 
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interrogatories  of  great  significance  and  weight,  and  it  is  to 
be  regretted  that  the  learned  Judge  has  not  relieved  the  sub- 
ject of  its  pressing  difficulties  by  a  more  fuU  solution  of  the 
questions.  He  says, — "  The  answer  to  suggestions  of  this 
sort  is,  that  the  law  embodies  in  its  formulary  the  limits  of 
the  liability.  The  seaman  is  to  be  cured  at  the  expense  of 
the  ship  of  the  sickness  or  injuries  sustained  in  the  ship's  ser- 
vice. It  must  be  sustained  by  the  party  while  in  the  ship's 
service ;  and  he  is  not  to  receive  any  compensation  or  allow- 
ance for  effects  of  the  injury  which  are  merely  consequentiaL 
The  owners  are  liable  only  for  expenses  necessarily  incurred 
for  the  cure,  and  when  the  cure  is  completed,  at  least  so  far 
as  the  ordinary  medical  means  extend,  the  owners  are  firee 
from  all  further  liability." 

This  is  sufficiently  distinct  as  to  the  period  within  which 
the  injury  must  have  been  received,  or  the  sickness  incurred. 
The  ship  can  only  be  held  liable  for  those  events  occurring 
whilst  the  mariner  is  attached  to  her.  1  Pardessus,  Droit 
Comm.  §  688.  Still,  the  inquiry  whether  the  cure  required 
during  the  voyage  is  to  be  continued  after  its  termination,  is 
not  met  in  terms  by  this  decision,  and  seems  to  be  left  open 
for  solution  upon  general  principles.  Reed  v.  Canfield, 
1  Sumn.  195. 

The  British  act  of  7  &  8  Victoria,  (c.  192,  §  18,)  lays  down 
a  clear  and  practical  rule  upon  this  subject.  It  enacts  that, 
in  case  the  master  or  any  seaman  shall  receive  any  hurt  in 
the  services  of  the  ship,  the  expense  of  medical  advice,  attend- 
ance, medicine,  and  subsistence  for  him  "  until  cured,  or  brought 
to  this  cowntryy^  together  with  the  costs  of  his  conveyance 
thither,  be  defrayed  by  the  owners  without  any  deduction 
whatever  from  his  wages.  This  is  but  a  reenactment,  in  sub- 
stance, of  the  provisions  "of  the  act  of  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  19. 
Abbott  on  Shipp.  170 ;  lb.  616.  It  is  probable  that  the  ancient 
ordinances  referred  to  by  Judge  Story,  were  those  cited  by 
Cleirac,  ( Cont.  de  la  Mer^  25,  26,)  which  provided  that  sea- 
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men  wounded  in  fighting  for  their  yessel,  should,  besides  their 
cure,  be  supported  for  the  rest  of  their  lives  at  the  expense  of 
the  ship  and  cargo ;  but  I  do  not  find  this  rule  extended  to 
ordinary  cases  of  sickness  or  injuries  in  the  merchant  service. 
Ord,  de  Oleron^  art  7 ;  CleiraCy  27.  This  was  regarded  as  a 
general  average  charge.  9  Code  de  Commerce^  art  400.  The 
French  marine  law,  according  to  the  commentary  of  Pardes- 
sus,  limits  the  obligation  of  the  master,  in  case  of  a  seaman  left 
sick  abroad,  to  the  providing  for  the  charge  of  his  sickness,  and 
for  the  expense  necessary  to  place  him  in  a  condition  to  return 
home.  1  Pardessus^  §  688 ;  1  Boulay  Paty^  202 ;  The  Little- 
john,  1  Pet.  Adm.  JR.  117.  The  Code  of  Commerce  leaves  the 
subject  without  special  legislation,  ( Code  de  Commerce^  art  262,) 
further  than  the  general  principle  that  the  mariner  shall  be  cured 
by  the  ship,  and  receive  his  wages  without  abatement  The 
term  cwre^  was  probably  employed  originally  in  the  sense  of 
taken  charge  or  care  of  the  disabled  seaman,  and  not  in  that 
of  positive  healing.  The  obligation  of  the  ship  to  the  mari- 
ner would  then  be  coextensive  in  duration  to  that  of  the 
mariner  to  the  ship.  Natural  reason  would  seem  to  point  to 
that  limitation,  it  being  the  one  consonant  to  the  relation  in 
which  the  law  places  the  parties  to  each  other,  and  by  which 
it  measures  their  privileges  and  liabilities  under  a  shipping 
contract 

This  rule  may  undoubtedly  be  subject  to  variations.  When 
a  course  of  medical  treatment,  necessary  and  appropriate  to 
the  cure  of  the  seaman,  has  been  commenced  and  is  in  a 
course  of  favorable  termination,  there  would  be  an  impressive 
propriety  in  holding  the  ship  chargeable  with  its  completion, 
at  least  for  a  reasonable  time  after  the  voyage  is  ended  or  the 
maxiner  is  at  home.  So,  also,  in  case  due  attention  to  his 
necessities  has  been  unjustly  omitted  by  the  ship  abroad,  or 
his  case  has  been  improperly  treated,  the  Courts  may  properly 
enforce  against  the  ship  this  great  duty  towards  disabled  mari- 
ners, even  after  her  contracts  are  terminated,  upon  the  ground 
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of  a  failure  to  perfonn  towards  them  the  obligation  in  the 
shipping  contracts  These  particulars,  however,  are  not  stated 
as  ingredients  in  the  present  case,  but  are  referred  to  in  illus- 
tration of  the  doctrine  involved  in  some  of  the  authorities, 
and  to  show  they  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  general 
principle,  that  a  seaman  has  no  claim  upon  the  ship  or  her 
owner  for  the  cure  of  his  sickness  or  disabilities  after  his  con- 
tracj;  has  terminated,  and  he  is  returned  to  his  port  of  ship- 
ment or  discharge,  or  has  been  furnished  with  means  to  do  so. 
A  reference  must  be  ordered  to  have  an  account  stated 
upon  the  principles  of  this  decree,  stating  the  expenses  incur- 
red by  the  libellant,  and  the  amount  of*  wages  due  him,  the 
credits  to  which  the  claimants  are  entitled,  and  the  balance, 
if  any,  due  the  libellant.^  Decree  accordingly. 


The  Josephine. 

A  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal  taken  from  a  decree  in  the  District  Court  to  the 

Circuit  Court)  must  be  made  in  the  Circuit  Court. 
The  authority  of  the  District  Court,  in  cases  pending  on  appeal,  extends  onlj  to 

the  protection  of  parties  against  unreasonable  delay. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem,  by  Joseph   Smith  and   others, 
against  the  brig  Josephine. 

The  final  decree  in  the  cause,  which  was  in  favor  of  the 


'  The  report  of  the  commissioner,  filed  pursuant  to  this  decree,  found  that 
no  balance  was  due  to  the  libellant.  On  the  confirmation  of  this  report,  the 
claimants  moved,  that  the  libel  be  dismissed  with  costs.  The  libellant  objected 
to  the  allowance  of  costs,  upon  the  ground  that  the  main  point  in  controyersy 
was  novel,  and  that  the  decision  against  his  claim  turned  upon  a  point  of  law 
and  not  on  the  merits.  The  Court  concurred  in  this  view,  and  denied  costs 
against  the  libellant. 

VOL.  I.  41 


482  CASES  IN  ADMIRALTY. 

The  Josephine. 

claimants,  was  rendered  March  8,  1847.     An  appeal  from 
this  decree  was  taken  in  due  time  by  the  libellants. 

The  claimants  now  moved  that  they  be  discharged  from 
their  stipulations  given  on  the  appeal,  and  that  the  appeal  be 
dismissed.  In  support  of  this  motion  they  produced  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court,  that  the  notice  of 
appeal  and  affidavit  of  service,  with  the  papers  required  to 
be  returned  with  the  appeal,  had  not  been  filed  in  the  Ciienit 
Court,  as  late  as  February  3,  1849. 
'  Mr.  Bliss,  for  the  motion. 

E,  C.  Benedict,  opposed. 

Betts,  J.  The  application  for  relief  in  this  matter  must 
be  addressed  to  the  Circuit  Court ;  as  the  question  relates  to 
the' regularity  and  sufficiency  of  the  proceedings  to  vest  that 
Court  with  cognizance  of  the  cause.  That  Court,  and  not  the 
District  Court,  must  determine  whether  the  rules  of  the  CSr- 
cuit  Court  have  been  complied  with,  and  whether  the  cause 
is  to  remain  with  that  tribunal  or  to  be  dismissed  from  it 

The  authority  of  the  District  Court  in  appealable  cases 
extends  only  to  the  protection  of  suitors  against  unreasonable 
delays  therein.  Ten  days  after  notice  of  the  decree  is  allowed 
to  the  failing  party  to  appeal.  Dist.  GL  Rules,  152.  If  he 
omits  to  enter  an  appeal  within  that  time,  the  successfrd 
party  may  proceed  and  execute  the  decree  rendered  in  his 
favor,  Dist  Ct.  Rules,  153.  So,  if  after  regularly  entering 
the  notice  of  appeal,  the  appellant  neglects  for  thirty  days  to 
have  the  proceedings  transcribed  in  order  to  be  transmitted  to 
the  Circuit  Court,  the  decree  may  be  executed  in  the  Court 
below.     Dist  Ct,  Rules,  165. 

It  is  not  charged  that  either  of  these  steps  have  not  been 
regularly  taken ;  and  it  is  only  on  the  failure  to  take  them 
that  relief  can  be  sought  in  this  Court.  The  relief  given  by 
this  Court  in  the  cases  indicated  does  not  act  upon  the  ap- 
peal itself.     With  that  this  Court  has  no  concern.    The  relief 
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extends  no  farther  than  to  ^llow  the  prevailing  party  to  pro- 
ceed upon  his  decree  in  this  Court  as  if  no  movements  for  an 
appeal  had  been  signified  to  the  Court. 

The  present  motion,  therefore,  cannot  be  granted  in  this 
form. 

Order  accordingly » 


The  Buffalo. 

Three  causes  brought,  on  the  same  facts,  by  different  libellants,  being  at  issue,  it 
was  stipulated  that  tviO  should  abide  the  decision  of  the  third.  Before  the  third 
was  brought  to  hearing,  the  libellant  died  ;  and  his  administratrix  continued  the 
cause.  A  decree  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  claimants ;  but  mtfiout  costs^  for 
the  reason  that  the  action  was  prosecuted  by  an  administratrix. 

Held,  that  in  the  other  causes,  the  claimants  were  entitled  to  decrees  dismiss- 
ing  the  libels,  with  costs. 

Three  libels  in  rem  were  filed  against  the  steamboat  Buf- 
falo, to  recover  damages  sustained  through  a  collision  between 
that  boat  and  the  schooner  Mary,  resulting  in  the  total  loss 
of  the  latter,  with  her  cargo. 

One  of  these  libels  was  filed  by  Hugh  Crawford,  owner  of 
the  schooner,  to  recover  for  her  loss.  The  second  was  filed 
by  Eli  Kellum,  master  of  the  schooner,  to  recover  for  loss  of 
freight,  clothing,  provisions,  cabin  furniture,  &c.  The  third 
was  filed  by  William  and  Anson  Gray,  to  recover  the  value 
of  a  cargo  of  coal  owned  by  them,  and  lost  with  the  schooner. 

The  libels  were  filed  July  23, 1847  ;  and  separate  answers 
were  put  in  on  the  16th  of  August  following.  On  the  1st  of 
December  thereafter,  a  stipulation  was  entered  into  between 
the  proctors  of  the  respective  parties,  by  which  it  was  agreed 
that  the  suit  brought  by  Crawford,  the  owner  of  the  schooner, 
should  be  first-  brought  to  trial ;  and  that  the  decision  of  the 
other  two  causes  should  depend  upon  the  event  of  that,  ex- 
cept as  to  the  amount  of  damages. 
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Crawford  died  before  the  hearing  in  his  cause  ;  bat  the  suit 
was  continued  by  his  administratrix,  and  brought  to  final 
hearing  on  pleadings,  proofs,  and  arguments ;  and  on  Jan- 
uary 2, 1849,  a  decree  was  rendered  dismissing  the  libel  with- 
out costs  to  either  party. 

In  the  opinion  pronounced  by  the  Court,  it  was  declared 
that  the  allegations  of  the  libel,  charging  fault  upon  the 
steamboat,  were  disproved ;  but  the  Court  stated  that  in  the 
exercise  of  its  discretion  as  to  costs,  they  would  not  be  charged 
upon  the  libellant,  the  action  being  then  prosecuted  in  the 
name  of  an  administratrix. 

The  claimants  now  moved  for  an  order  that  they  have 
leave  to  enter  a  decree  for  costs  against  the  libeUants  in  the 
other  two  causes.  This  was  opposed,  on  the  ground  that 
under  the  stipulation  of  December  1, 1847,  the  same  decree 
must  be  entered  in  each  of  the  other  writs  as  was  entered  in 
that  of  Crawford. 

Albert  Matthews,  for  the  motion. 

Edwin  BtiMTj  opposed. 

Betts,  J.  As  a  general  rule,  costs  in  Admiralty  follow  the 
event  of  the  cause.  The  rule  is  only  deviated  from  under 
equitable  considerations  presenting  a  reasonable  ground  for 
exempting  the  unsuccessful  party  from  its  operation. 

In  the  case  before  the  Court,  the  circumstance  that  the 
libellant  acted  in  a  representative  capacity,  and  was  not  pur- 
suing a  personal  interest,  was  regarded  as  raising  an  equity 
in  her  favor  to  be  relieved  from  costs.  In  many  instances  the 
privilege  of  exemption  from  costs  is  secured  to  executors  and 
administrators,  and  in  chancery  it  is  the  usual  course  to  dis- 
charge them  of  costs,  when  they  act  bond  fide  and  upon  fair 
color  of  right ;  although  the  Court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  gen- 
eral jurisdiction,  may  impose  costs  on  the  estate  represented. 

Admiralty  Courts  do  not  look  beyond  the  actors  in  the 
cause ;  and  as  they  cannot  decree  costs  to  be  paid  out  of  the 


FEBRUARY,  1849.  486 

A  Raft  of  Spars. 

estate  in  behalf  of  which  an  administrator  snes,  it  may  be  at 
least  questionable  whether  they  can  shape  their  process  so  as 
to  reach  the  assets  of  such  estate  by  a  decree  against  the 
representative.  These  considerations  might  induce  the  Court 
to  withhold  an  award  of  costs  against  an  administrator,  when 
on  the  merits  of  the  case  the  opposite  party  would  be  entitled 
to  them. 

So  in  respect  to  these  very  parties;  the  merits  of  their 
respective  cases  may  rest  upon  a  common  right,  yet  there  be 
great  diversity  as  to  their  title  to  costs.  The  conduct  of  the 
owner  in  discarding  fair  offers  for  settlement,  or  otherwise, 
might  deprive  him  of  his  equity  to  costs  in  the  case,  when 
the  decree  was  in  his  favor  on  the  merits  in  litigation. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  stipulation  is  not  to  be  construed 
as  relating  to  the  costs  of  suit ;  but  that  ^  the  decision  of  the 
cause,"  by  which  the  parties  are  bound  to  abide,  is  the  deter- 
mination of  the  contested  questions  involved  in  the  issue. 

I  therefore  hold,  that  in  the  two  causes  now  brought  before 
the  Court,  the  claimants  are  entitled  to  have  decrees  entered, 
dismissing  the  libels,  with  costs  to  be  taxed. 

Order  cbccordingly. 


0 


A  Rapt  op  Spars. 

The  rescaing  a  raft  of  timber  found  adrift  in  harbor,  •  and  floating  out  to  sea  un- 
accompanied by  an  J  person,  is  in  its  nature  a  maritime  salvage  service,  for  which 
salvage  compensation  may  be  awarded. 

The  law  governing  such  cases  in  England,— considered. 

The  considerations  which  should  govern  the  Court  in  adjusting  the  amount  of  sal- 
vage compensation,  and  its  distribution  amongst  the  salvors,  in  case  of  timber 
found  adrift  and  rescued, — stated. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem^  filed  by  Johif  S.  Keteltas,  with 
whom  other  libellants  were  afterwards  joined  on  petition, 
against  a  certain  Baft  of  Spars,  to  recover  compensation  for 
salvage  service. 

41  • 
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The  cause  wa49  bronght  before  the  Court  in  May,  1848,  on 
a  motion  iSo  set  aside  the  action  or  stay  proceedings  in  it, 
until  a  replevin  suit  which  had  been  commenced  in  the 
Supreme  CJourt  of  the  State  of  New  York,  by  the  owner  of 
the  timber  against  the  libellants,  who  claimed  to  hold  it  by 
virtue  of  a  lien  for  their  salvage,  should  be  determined.  The 
decision  of  the  Court  denying  that  motion  is  reported,  onto, 
291.  The  cause  now  came  up  for  final  hearing.  The  grounds 
of  the  libellants  claim  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Court. 

Betts,  J.  The  libeUants  claim  a  salvage  reward  for  arrest- 
ing a  raft  of  sixteen  spars,  which  they  found  afloat  below  the 
Narrows,  and  towing  it  ashore  and  securing  and  watching  it 
there,  until  it  was  removed  by  the  claimants. 

On  the  night  of  the  7th  of  April  last,  the  spars  floated  oat 
of  a  basin  on  the  East  Biver,  in  this  hajrbor,  where  they  had 
been  kept  by  the  claimants,  and  at  daybreak  the  n^xt  morn- 
ing were  discovered  by  the  libellants,  drifting  to  sea  on  a 
strong  ebb  tide,  about  a  half  a  mile  from  the  shore.  Evidence 
was  given  by  the  claimants  tending  to  show  that  the  spars 
must  have  been  tortiously  abstracted  from  the  basin ;  but  if 
the  fact  was  so,  there  is  no  proof  connecting  the  libellants 
with  the  commission  of  any  improper  act,  or  the  knowledge 
of  it  in  respect  to  the  spars.  They  were  eleven  or  twelve 
miles  below  the  city,  out  in  boats  opposite  their  residence 

« 

engaged  with  their  fishing-nets,  when  the  raft  was  discovered 
floating  past  them. 

The  spars  were,  at  the  time,  secured  together  by  a  chain 
passing  through  staples  driven  into  the  end  of  each  log,  and 
unaccompanied  by  any  person.  The  whole  body  was  drift- 
ing off  to  sea  at  tSe  rate  of  two  to  three  and  a  half  knots  the 
hour. 

It  wds  proved,  that  at  that  period  of  the  year  little  or  no 
flood  tide  makes  up  the  channel  below  the  Narrows  ;  so  that 
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it  must  be  nearly  hopeless  that  the  raft  would  be  iSoated 
back  into  the  harbor  or  its  coasts  by  a  return  tide. 

One  of  the  libellants  rowed  off  in  his  boat  alone  to  the  raft, 
fastened  a  line  to  it,  and  towed  or  turned  it  within  his  fishing 
hedges  or  poles,  so  as  to  stay  or  check  its  progress  to  sea ;  and 
then  two  other  boats  put  off  successively  with  two  of  the 
libellants  in  each,  to  his  assistance,  and  the  five  persons,  by 
aid  of  the  three  boats  and  an  anchor,  succeeded  in  towing 
and  warping  the  raft  to  the  beach  and  making  it  fast  there. 
They  were  occupied  in  this  business  from  daylight  to  between 
seven  and  eight  o'clock  in  the  morning, — a  period  of  about 
two  or  three  hours. 

It  is  contended,  1.  That  no  case  is  made  out  by  the  libel- 
lants which  falls  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

2.  That  at  most,  the  transaction  was  mere  towage,  and  not 
one  of  a  salvage  character.^ 

In  my  opinion,  the  relief  given  on  the  occasion  was  in  its 
nature  niaritime  salvage,  and  accordingly  the  claim  for  remu- 
neration may  be  pursued  by  the  libellants  in  this  Court 

The  English  Admiralty  clearly  admit  the  principle  that  ser- 
vices of  this  description  are  of  a  salvage  quality ;  but  it  is 
held  that  maritime  courts  cannot  take  cognizance  of  the  case 
when  the  service  is  rendered  within  the  body  of  a  county, 
the  jurisdiction  then  appertaining  to  the  courts  of  law ;  and 
the  Admiralty  Court  would  be  subject  to  interdiction  if  it 
attempted  to  entertain  a  salvage  claim  for  such  service. 

Not  was  that  impediment  to  the  jurisjliction  of  the  Court 
removed  or  so  enlarged  by  the  act  of  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  65,  §  6,  as 
to  embrace  a  case  like  the  present,  because  the  provision  of 
the  act  is  limited  <'  to  any  ship  or  sea-going  vessel."  Raft  of 
Timber,  2  W.  Rol.  261. 


^  That  towage  may  be  a  salvage  service  when  rendered  under  circum- 
stances of  difficulty  or  danger,  &c.,  see  The  H.  B.  Foster,  anie^  222. 
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The  last  decision  was  rendered  previous  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  9  &  10  Vict  c.  99,  §  40,  which  gives  the  Admiralty 
jurisdiction  in  salvage,  for  services  performed,  "whether  in 
the  case  of  ships,  goods,  or  other  articles  found  at  sea  or  cast 
ashore ; "  and  the  provisions  of  the  latter  act,  cany  the  juris- 
diction of  the  English  Admiralty  no  further  than  its  aocus- 
tomed  exercise  in  the  United  States.  Waring  v*  Clark,  5  Haw. 
441 ;  The  Wave,i  (MSS.)  1849. 

In  the  present  case,  the  raft  was  adrift  on  tide-waters,  rap- 
idly floating  out  to  sea,  and  its  rescue  was  clearly  an  act  of 
salvage  service. 

The  Couft  has,  on  a  former  occasion,  expressed  the  opinion 
that  the  institution  of  an  action  of  replevin  by  the  claimants, 
did  not  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,^  and  that  those 
proceedings  were  not  of  a  character  to  afford  the  libellants 
a  ready  and  full  recompense,  so  as  to  render  it  equitable  that 
they  should  be  restrained  to  their  remedy  in  the  court  of  law 
under  that  proceeding. 

The  service  rendered  by  the  libellants,  although  opportune 
and  valuable  to  the  claimants,  was  not  in  itself  one  of  hazard, 
or  characterized  by  any  features  of  extraordinary  merit 

One  man  in  a  boat  met  the  raft  coming  dovm  on  the  tide, 
and  was  enabled  alone  to  turn  its  direction  and  bring  it  within 
the  check  of  his  fishing  stakes,  and  then,  by  aid  of  two  other 
small  boats,  to  tow  it  to  the  beach.  The  distance  it  was 
so  carried  was  only  about  half  a  mile,  and  only  about  three 
hours'  time  was  occupied  in  that  service.  If  the  raft  had  been 
reclaimed  at  that  stage  of  the  transaction,  it  is  manifest  a 
slight  compensation  would  have  covered  all  that  could  have 
been  justiy  demanded. 

The  shore  at  that  place  is  exposed  to  die  sea  surf,  and  it 
became  necessary  for  the  preservation  of  the  raft,  to  separate 


1  Since  reported,  1  Blatchf.  jr  H.  235.  i  A  Baft  of  Spars,  ante,  291. 
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the  logs  and  get  them  on  to  the  beach,  and  so  secure  them 
with  staJkes  and  lines  as  to  protect  them  from  being  washed 
off  by  the  surge  and  tide.  To  accomplish  this,  the  day  was 
spent  by  five  men,  most  of  the  time  in  the  water,  and  they 
were  afterwards  compelled  to  keep  a  watch  over  the  timber 
at  high  tide,  to  guard  against  its  being  swept  away.  This 
service  continued  for  four  or  five  days,  but  was  no  way  haz- 
ardous or  laborious. 

The  libeliants  took  the  earliest  measure  to  have  notice  pub- 
lished in  a  city  paper,  of  the  rescue  of  the  raft  and  its  situa- 
tion. In  every  thing  within  their  power  to  do,  their  conduct 
appears  to  have  been  upright,  correct,  and  prompt. 

When  the  raft  was  discovered  by  the  claimants,  the  highest 
compensation  intimated  by  them  for  the  services  of  the  sal- 
vors was  the  sum  of  (30,  and  that  implied  offer  was  accom- 
panied by  insulting  and  discrediting  suggestions,  respecting 
the  manner  the  libeliants  came  in  possession  of  the  raft; 
and  was  followed  by  an  arrest  of  the  timber  on  a  writ  of 
replevin. 

The  'spars  were  estimated  to  be  worth  from  $600  to  $800, 
and  firom  the  state  of  the  weather  and  the  season  of  the  year, 
there  is  reasonable  ground  to  believe  they  might  have  been 
reclaimed  by  the  claimants  without  the  interposition  of  the 
libeliants. 

This,  however,  must  be  merely  conjectural,  and  if  it  had  so 
turned  out,  there  must,  most  probably,  have  been  considerable 
delay  and  augmentation  of  expense  in  effecting  their  recovery. 

The  persons  sent  out  in  pursuit  of  the  raft,  arrived  at  the 
Narrows  at  about  10  A.  M.,  five  hours  stfter  it  had  been  secured 
by  the  libeliants,  about  a  mile  below  that  place.  If  it  con- 
tinued moving  on  the  tide  at  the  rate  oC  two  and  a  half  miles 
the  hour,  it  would,  at  ten  o'clock,  have  been  fourteen  miles 
out  at  sea  below  the  Narrows.  It  is  hardly  supposable  that 
the  raft,  at  that  distance,  would  have  been  discernible  by 
persons  in  pursuit  of  it,  nor,  if  tidings  were  obtained  of  its 
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direction,  but  that  considerable  expense  must  have  been  in- 
curred  in  getting  it  back. 

I  do  not  consider  the  situation  of  the  raft  to  have  been  des- 
perate, nor  but  there  was  a  reasonable  chance  of  its  being 
thrown  back  upon  Coney  Island  or  Staten  Island  by  a  flood 
tide ;  for  although  the  evidence  shows  that  the  ebb  tide  or 
current  chiefly  prevailed  at  that  season,  yet  it  is  proved  by  the 
claimants,  that  the  raft  four  or  five  days  afterwards,  was 
floated  back  to  the  city  with  great  ease,  upon  the  flood  tide. 

Under  the  circumstances,  the  libellants  are,  in  my  opinion, 
entitled  to  a  compensation  beyond  what  was  proposed  by  the 
claimants,  But  not  an  extraordinary  one,  amounting  in  any 
degree  to  what  was  demanded  by  their  counsel,  to  the  one 
half  or  one  third  of  the  value  of  the  timber,  or  even  $100,  the 
sum  suggested  by  the  libellants  before  suit  brought 

I  shall  award  them  the  sum  of  $50,  with  costs,  considering 
that  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  actual  service  per- 
formed by  the  libellants.  As  four  of  the  Ubellants  were  hired 
men  in  the  employment  of  Keteltas,  and  as  the  whole  btisi- 
ness  was  under  his  direction  and  at  his  expense,  $30  of  the 
amount  is  to  be  paid  to  him,  and  $5  to  each  of  the  other 
libellants.  Decree  accordingly. 


GuRNEY  V,  Crockett. 

To  impart  a  maritime  character  to  personal  services  rendered  in  or  npon  a  yesscl, 
they  mast  be  connected  with  the  reparation  or  betterment  of  the  Tessel,  or  be 
rendered  in  aid  of  her  navigation  directly  by  labor  on  the  vessel,  or  in  sustenance 
and  relief  of  those  who  condact  her  operations  at  sea.^ 


1  Compare  the  somewhat  analogous  definition  of  a  maritime  service  gir^n 
in  Cox  V.  Murray,  arUe^  340,  where  it  was  decided  that  a  libel  could  not  be 
maintained  for  a  breach  of  contract  for  services. 
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A  person  employed  to  yisit  a  vessel  at  anchor,  from  time  to  time,  to  see  to  her 
safctj,  ventilate  her,  try  her  pumps  and  the  like,  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in  Ad- 
miralty to  recover  his  compensation  for  such  services. 

But  if,  in  the  course  of  such  employment,  a  necessity  arises  that  such  keeper  should 
get  the  ship  under  way,  and  navigate  her  from  one  anchorage  to  another,  this  is 
a  maritime  service  for  which  libcllant  may  recover  in  a  Court  of  Admiralty. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam  by  Jacob  Ghirney  against 
William  Crockett,  to  recover  wages  earned  by  the  libellant  as 
ship-keeper. 

The  respondent,  master  of  the  schooner  Excelsior,  employed 
the  libellant  to  unload  her,  as  stevedore,  on  her  anrival  from 
Tampico.  It  appeared  that  the  libellant  was  afterwards  em- 
ployed to  watch  and  take  care  of  the  vessel  during  the  tem- 
porary absence  of  the  master  from  town.  The  agreement  on 
the  part  of  the  libellant  was,  that  he  should  have  the  schooner 
anchored  at  a  proper  place,  with  a  sufficient  length  of  chain 
payed  out  for  her  safety,  and  should  visit  her  and  see  that  she 
remained  in  good  condition,  and  secure  from  harm,  but  that 
he  need  not  remain  on  board  at  night.  During  the  master's 
absence,  and  while  the  vessel  was  in  charge  of  the  libellant, 
she  was  moved  from  her  anchorage,  by  advice  of  the  resident 
physician,  and  moored  some  hundred  yards  from  the  shore. 
The  libellant  afterwards  went  out  to  her  frequently,  nearly 
every  day,  in  his  own  boat  or  that  of  the  schooner,  and  occa- 
sionally opened  her  hatches  to  air  her,  and  pumped  her  out. 
The  libellant's  claim  was  chiefly  contested  on  the  ground  that 
the  Court  had  not  jurisdiction  of  such  a  demand. 

J.  B.  Pwrroy^  for  the  libellant 

E.  C.  Benedict^  for  the  respondent 

Bbtts,  J.  Assuming  the  demand  of  the  libellant  to  be 
well  founded,  he  has,  in  my  judgment,  no  remedy  for  it  in  a 
Court  of  Admiralty. 

The  line  of  discrimination  between  cases  which  are  mari- 
time in  their  nature  and  those  not  so,  is  exceedingly  dim  and 
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vague ;  and  in  the  contested  state  of  Adndralty  jurisdictioii 
in  respect  to  these  border  subjects,  it  is  most  desirable  to  keep 
within  the  limits  of  the  clear  powers  of  the  Court 

Manifestly  not  every  contract  in  relation  to  maritime  mat- 
ters falls  within  the  cognizance  of  maritime  courts ;  and  with- 
out attempting  to  define  with  strictness  the  terms  within 
which  the  jurisdiction  of  Admiralty  Courts  is  circumscribed, 
it  may  be  safely  asserted,  that  to  impart  a  maritime  character 
to  a  subject  relating  to  personal  services  in  vessels,  it  must  be 
connected  with  the  reparation  or  betterment  of  the  vessel,  or 
be  rendered  in  aid  of  her  navigation,  directly  by  labor  on  the 
vessel,  or  in  sustenance  and  relief  of  those  conducting  her 
operations  at  sea. 

Under  this  general  description,  services  are  compensated  as 
maritime  which  are  not  necessarily  performed  by  mariners,  or 
which  may  not  in  any  way  contribute  to  the  benefit  of  a  ves- 
sel in  a  nautical  sense.  Such  are  those  of  a  cabin-boy, 
steward,  chambermaid,  and  surgeon,  on  a  voyage.  These 
instances,  however,  carry  the  rule  to  its  farthest  extension, 
and  are  embraced  within  it  because  the  services  are  performed 
mainly  at  sea,  and  have  an  immediate  tendency  to  the  pre- 
servation of  the  ship  by  promoting  the  health  and  efficiency 
of  the  ship's  company.  2  Dods.  100 ;  Bee^  424 ;  3  Bc^g. 
Adm.  R  376 ;  WarCy  83 ;  Pet.  Mm.  R.  266 ;  1  Sumn.  168 ; 
lb.  384 ;  Gilp.  514.  The  case  of  engineers  and  firemen  of 
steamships  may  appropriately  be  ranged  under  the  head  of 
maritime  service,  as  their  employment  is  necessary  to  the 
propulsion  and  navigation  of  the  vessel. 

When  we  recede  from  these  classes  to  those  of  a  more 
obscure  claim  to  a  maritime  character,  and  even  to  such  as 
can  only  be  brought  under  the  cognizance  of  the  Court  by 
adopting  the  most  enlarged  interpretation  of  its  powers,  it 
would  seem  advisable  for  the  subordinate  tribunals,  particu- 
larly in  cases  not  subject  to  review,  to  confine  their  action 
within  well  authenticated  limits. 
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A  ship-keeper  is  ordinarily  nothing  more  than  a  watchman 
having  guard  of  a  vessel  anchored  in  harbor,  or  lying  at  a 
wharf  or  in  a  dock.  In  the  present  instance,  the  libellant  did 
not  remain  on  board  by  night  or  by  day.  His  duty  was  to 
repair  occasionally  to  the  schooner,  at  her  anchorage,  to  see 
to  her  safety,  open  her  doors  and  hatches  for  ventilation,  and 
to  try  her  pump. 

I  advert  to  his  casual  resort  to  the  vessel,  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  suggesting  a  distinction  between «this  case  and  that 
of  a  keeper  stationed  on  board,  but  to  mark  the  description 
of  services  connected  with  his  employment,  and  to  ascertain 
whether  they  have  the  characteristics  of  maritime.  Evidently 
these  duties  are  in  no  respect  nautical.  They  can  be  fully 
as  well  performed  by  shore  laborers  as  by  seamen ;  and  the 
libellant,  in  this  instance,  it  appears,  was  a  common  steve- 
dore. 

The  services  are  distinct  from  the  navigation  of  the  vessel, 
ceasing  when  J^hat  commences ;  and  have  the  same  character 
and  importance  on  board  a  hulk  under  keeping  to  be  broken 
up  or  destroyed,  as  upon  a  vessel  preparing  or  intended  for 
sea.  Sweeping  and  scrubbing  the  decks,  throwing  out  and 
securing  lines  for  her  fastening,  or  keeping  watch  on  the 
wharf  against  robbery,  fire,  or  other  injuries  that  might 
reach  a  vessel  from  the  shore,  are  services  rendered  towards 
her  preserv^^on  of  like  nature  with  those  of  ordinary  keep- 
ers. No  principle  ever  yet  announced  seems,  however,  to 
range  services  of  that  description  under  Admiralty  jurisdic- 
tion. 

In  the  case  of  The  New  Jersey  Steam  Navigation  Com- 
pany V.  The  Merchants'  Bank,  (6  How.  344,)  the  inquiry  and 
discussion  as  to  the  just  character  and  extent  of  the  Admi- 
ralty jurisdiction,  was  very  largely  pressed  by  counsel,  and 
the  different  members  of  the  Court  who  delivered  opinions. 
The  suit  in  that  .case  was  instituted  upon  a  contract  of 

VOL.  I.  42 


494  CASES  IN  ADMIRALTY. 

Ourney  v.  Crockett. 

af&eightment,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  a  large  amount 
of  specie  lost  in  the  Lexington^  one*  of  the  steamers  of  the 
respondents,  running  between  New  York  and  Providence, 
which  was  consumed  by  fire  on  the  night  of  January  13, 
1840,  on  Long  Island  Sound,  about  fifty  miles  from  the  for- 
mer city,  and  probably  without  the  jurisdiction  of  any  State 
or  county.  The  libel  was  dismissed  by  the  District  Coart 
pro  formdy  and  a  decree  entered  accordingly.  On  appeal  to 
the  Circuit  Court,  (^Is  decree  of  dismissal  was  reversed,  and 
a  decree  entered  for  the  libellants. 

Upon  the  review  of  the  case  before  the  Supreme  Court,  it 
is  manifest  that  a  strong  portion  of  that  high  tribunal  are  dis* 
posed  to  restrain  the  Admiralty  jurisdiction  within  boundaries 
quite  as  narrow  as  the  common-law  courts  in  England  have 
ever  demanded  ;  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  that  case, 
affirming  the  decree  for  the  libellants,  after  renewed  argu- 
ment, seems  to  have  been  obtained  only  on  the  consideration 
that  it  was  in  character  a  case  of  tort  at  sea. 

The  result  of  the  reasonings  of  the  several  Judges  demon- 
strates that  the  positions  taken  in  the  opinion  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  were  not  sanctioned  by  a  majority  of 
the  members  concurring  in  the  result.  Two  of  the  Judges 
who  declined  assenting  to  the  authority  of  the  Court  over  the 
subject  as  a  matter  of  maritime  contract,  held,  that  cognizance 
could  be  taken  of  it  as  a  tort,  and  on  that  groun(}  united  in 
supporting  the  decree. 

So  far  as  contract  and  service  can  characterize  a  subject 
and  bring  it  under  the  jurisdiction  of  Admiralty  Courts,  those 
particulars  are  certainly  not  of  less  force  in  an  undertaking 
for  transportation  of  goods  upon  the  high  seas  and  the  actual 
attempt  to  execute  the  agreement,  than  in  one  to  act  as  keeper 
to  a  vessel  lying  in  port. 

In  my  view  of  this  claim,  it  is  for  mere  labor,  not  for  the 
reparation  or  fitment  of  the  vessel,  and  in  na  respect  maritime, 
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as  being  nautical  in  its  character,  or  distinguishable  from 
ordinary  services  rendered  in  going  to  and  from  a  vessel,  or 
incidental  to  her  probable  employment  at  sea.  I  shall  there- 
fore disallow  the  claim  entirely  in  this  action. 

It  appears  upon  the  testimony,  that  during  the  period  the 
libellant  was  keeper  of  the  vessel,  he  was  directed  by  the 
health  officer  to  move  her  from  her  anchorage  farther  out 
into  the  bay.  He  was  compelled  to  get  her  under  way  and 
navigate  her  to  the  designated  place.  This  was  comparative- 
ly a  small  service,  but  it  was  in  its  nature  maritime,  and  the 
libellant  had  a  right  to  resort  to  this  Court  to  receive  a  proper 
compensation  for  it.  As  his  remedy  might  have  been  equally 
perfect  in  a  local  court,  costs  would  be  denied  him,  but  that 
the  respondent  has  evinced  a  disposition  to  contest  unreason- 
ably and  unnecessarily  this  demand,  fair  and  just  in  itself. 
Had  he  proffered  a  reasonable  reward  for  that  service,  no 
costs  would  have  been  adjudged  against  him.  On  the  facts 
before  me,  I  shall  decree  the  libellant  two  dollars  for  that  ser- 
vice, and  summary  costs,  and  dismiss  the  libel  for  the  residue 
of  the  demand. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Proceeds  of  Prizes  of  War. 

Original  proceedings  taken  in  a  Court  of  Admiralty  against  vessels  captured  in 
war  by  a  public  vessel,  to  divest  the  former  ownership  and  to  confiscate  the 
captured  property,  should  be  taken  in  the  name  of  the  government  under  whose 
authority  the  capture  was  made,  and  not  in  the  names  of  the  individual  captors, 
unless  express  authority  is  given  to  the  latter  to  sue  in  their  own  names. 

But  where  the  proceeds  of  prizes  have  been  brought  into  Court,  the  parties  entitled 
to  distributive  shares  therein  may  file  their  libel  in  their  individual  names. 

Where  the  United  States  District  Attorney  anthorisses  a  suit  for  the  condemnation 
of  a  prize  to  be  filed  in  the  names  of  the  individual  captors,  the  Court  will  allow 
the  proceedings  to  be  so  conducted,  instead  of  requiring  that  the  suit  be  instituted 
on  behalf  of  the  government. 


496  CASES  IN  ADMIRALTY. 


Proceeds  of  Prizes  of  War. 


This  was  a  libel  in  rem,  filed  by  the  commandant  of  the 
U.  S.  brig  of  war  Vesuvius,  against  the  proceeds  of  cer- 
tain Mexican  vessels  captured  by  the  libeUant's  vessel  dur- 
ing the  late  war  with  Mexico,  to  obtain  distribution  of  the 
same. 

The  facts  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court* 

Betts,  J.  The  libellant,  commandant  of  the  United  States 
brig  of  war  Vesuvius,  files  a  libel  in  the  nature  of  a  notifica- 
tion in  Court,  that  during  the  late  war  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico,  whilst  in  command  of  said  brig,  and  on 
the  high  seas  and  waters  leading  to  the  sea,  he  had  captured 
as  lawful  prize  of  war  the  Mexican  vessels  or  "bungos,"  witii 
their  cargoes,  called  the  Bella  India,  the  Francisca,  the  Joreu, 
the  Margarita,  and  the  Julio.  That  the  said  vessels  were 
taken  into  Laguna,  a  place  then  in  possession  of  the  naval 
forces  of  the  United  States,  under  the  command  of  the  libel- 
lant. That  the  vessels  and  cargoes  were  unseaworthy  and 
perishable,  and  that  no  access  could  be  had  with  them  to 
any  competent  civil  tribunal  for  prosecution  and  condemna- 
tion as  prize  of  War,  and  that  the  same  were  accordingly 
sold  at  public  auction  by  the  libellant,  conformably  to  the 
requisitions  of  the  existing  war-tariff  of  the  United  States, 
and  that  the  proceeds  of  said  property  are  now  brought  by 
him  'mthin  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  and  prays  the  usual 
monition. 

The  Court  ordered  a  monition  to  issue,  and  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  prize  commissioner,  with  directions  to  receive  the 
funds  representing  the  captured  property,  and  deposit  the 
same  in  the  deposit  bank  of  the  Court,  subject  to  the  order 
and  decree  of  the  Court,  and  that  he  proceed  to  take  testi- 
mony in  the  cause  conformably  with  the  standing  rules  of 
Court 

The  commissioner  has  filed  his  report  in  the  premises,  to- 
gether with  the  testimony  taken  by  him. 
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The  evidence  folly  supports  the  allegations  of  the  libel.  It 
is  moreoyer  shown,  that  the  brig  was  of  superior  force  to 
the  Mexican  vessels,  and  that  Commodore  Perry  was  flag 
officer,  in  chief  command  of  the  United  States  naval  forces 
off  that  station. 

The  proceedings  and  proofs  are  such  as,  if  the  captured 
property  had  been  brought  before  this  Court,  would  require 
its  condemnation  as  prize  of  war. 

Does  the  anomalous  manner  in  which  the  case  comes  up 
vary  the  principle  or  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  prize  juris- 
diction by  this  Court  ? 

The  captures  were  made  during  thfe  latter  part  of  1847.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  detail  the  circumstances  connected  with 
the  case  of  each  particular  vessel ;  they  and  their  cargoes  were 
sold  at  public  auction  at  Laguna,  under  the  direction  of  the 
properly  constituted  officers  of  the  United  States  at  that  place, 
and  the  proceeds  arrived  in  this  port  in  January,  1849,. when 
this  libel  was  filed.  If  this  proceeding  is  to  be  regarded  as 
the  original  one  to  divest  the  Mexican  ownership  and  confis- 
cate the  captufed  property,  the  action  should  have  been  in  the 
name  of  the  United. States.  When  the  capture  is  by  a  public 
vessel,  the  government  sues  in  its  own  name  and  by  its  proper 
officer  for  condemnation,  (The  Eole,  6  Rob.  220;  Betts^s  Pr. 
73  ;  The  Palmyra,  12  Wheat.  1 ;  The  Pizarro,  2  lb.  227,)  un- 
less express  authority  is  given  the  commandant  of  the  ship 
to  sue  in  his  own  name,  and  for  the  benefit,  of  the  owner, 
the  State  being  the  real  proprietor  of  property  so  captured. 
French  Guiana,  2  Dods.  162  ;  2  Browne^s  Civ.  8f  Adm.  L. 
862-264. 

But  there  may  be  a  distinction  in  respect  to  the  proceeds 
of  a  prize.  The  parties  entitled  to  a  distributive  share  of  it 
may  file  their  libel  and  attach  such  proceeds  in  their  individ- 
ual names,  when  no  formal  adjudication  has  been  had  in  the 
matter,  or  compel  the  captors  to  proceed  to  condemnation  of 

42* 
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the  proceeds.  Genoa  Ships,  4  Rob.  817.  And  in  the  Eog- 
lish  Admiralty  it  would  seem  that  although  the  king's  proctor 
conducts  the  suit  in  matters  of  prize,  in  the  case  of  public  and 
private  ships  it  is  in  the  name  of  the  captors  and  on  their 
petition,  (2  Browne^s  Civ,  Sf  Adm.  L.  444,  448 ;  Capture  of 
.Chinsurah,  1  Acton^s  Prize  Co/uses^  179,)  and  the  condemna- 
tion may  still  be  made  to  the  crown,  and  not  to  the  immedi- 
ate captors.     Genoa  Ships,  4  Rob.  829. 

It  is  clear,  upon  general  principles,  that  the  captors  of  prop- 
erty lawfully  prize  of  war,  should  have  a  participation  in  its 
value,  unless  they  lose  their  privilege  by  misconduct ;  and 
when  the  thing  captured  is,  itself,  from  the  necessity  of  the 
case  disposed  of,  and  something  else,  money  or  goods,  substi- 
tuted for  it,  that  the  right  of  the  captors  should  attach  to  that 
which  represents  the  thing  captured. 

This  doctrine  is  recognized  in  the  strongest  terms  in  Eng- 
lish adjudications  of  high  character.  Grenoa  Ships,  4  Rob. 
317 ;  French  Guiana,  2  Dods.  162 ;  The  Eole,  6  Rob.  2aA. 

Sir  William  Scott  admits,  that  in  case  of  capture  in  a  dis- 
tant part  of  the  world  of  property  perishing,  it  may  justifiably 
be  converted  into  other  property,  and  that  the  Court  wall  have 
jurisdiction  over  such  proceeds,^  the  property  still  continuing 
prize.     The  Eole,  6  Rob.  224,  225. 

K  the  proceeds  in  Court,  and  claimed  by  this  suit,  are  to  be 
regarded  as  the  prize  itself,  yet  to  be  adjudicated  upon,  the 
course  of  practice  of  the  American  courts  would,  as  before 
shown,  require  the  libel  to  be  filed  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States,  unless  authority  is  given  to  the  captors  to  proceed  in 
their  own  name. 

I  think  such  authority  is  clearly  to  be  implied  in  this  case. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  it  appears,  directed  the  Ubellant 
to  bring  the  property  into  this  port,  and  obtain  the  adjudica- 
tion of  the  proper  Court  upon  his  rights  and  those  of  his  crew. 
This  unquestionably  might  have  been  effected  through  a  libel 


APRIL,  1849.  499 


The  Add  D.  Richardton. 


filed  by  the  district  attorney  in  the  name  of  the  United  States ; 
but  it  seems,  that  the  suit  was  instituted  in  the  name  of  the 
captors  with  the  knowledge  and  concurrence  of  the  district 
attorney,  and  having  been  brought  in  such  form,  it  must,  un- 
der the  circumstances,  be  deemed  to  have  been  brought  with 
the  assent  and  approval  of  the  government. 

Without  considering,  then,  the  question  whether  this  action 
could  be  maintained  technically  against  the  proceeds  until  a 
formal  adjudication  of  prize  had  b^en  made,  I  see  no  obstacle 
in  the  way  of  allowing  it  to  be  conducted,  as  instituted,  under 
the  facts  and  circumstances  accompanying  this'  case. 

Imccordingly  pronounce  the  captured  property  lawful  prize 
of  war,  and  that  it  be  condemned  as  such  ;  and  that  one  half 
the  net  proceeds  in  Court,  after  payment  of  costs,  be  paid  into 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  and  the  other  moiety  be 
distributed  amongst  the  captors,  conformably  to  the  report  of 
the  commissioner  of  prize. 


•  The  Ann  D.  Richardson. 

As  between  the  owner  of  the  carj^o  and  the  ship-owner,  the  deliverj  of  the  cargo  at 
the  port  of  destination  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  freight ;  and  with- 
out such  deliver  J  ith  acceptance  of  the  cargo  at  an  intermediate  place  by  the 
owner  of  the  cargo,  is  necessary  to  enable  the  ship-owner  to  recover  either  fall 
or  piro  rata  freight. 

The  master,  althoagh  agent  for  the  ship  and  cargo  to  the  extent  of  being  empow- 
ered, in  a  case  of  extret^e  urgency,  to  sell  either  or  both,  is  not  authorized  to 
accept  the  cargo  on  behalf  of  its  owner  short  of  the  port  of  delivery. 

The  laying  claim  to  the  proceeds  of  a  sale,  of  a  cargo  made  by  the  master  at  an 
intermediate  port,  or  the  bringing  suit  for  such  proceeds,  does  not  amount,  in 
law,  to  a  voluntary  acceptance  of  the  cargo,  or  to  a  ratification  of  the  act  of 
the  master  in  breaking  up  the  voyage. 

Where  a  vessel  puts  in  at  an  intermediate  port  in  distress,  and  it  is  there  found  that 
a  portion  of  the  cargo  has  been  rendered  worthless  by  perils  of  the  sea,  while  the 
residue  is  not  of  sufficient  value  to  warrant  continuing  the  voyage,  and  such 
portion  is  therefore  sold  by  the  master  and  the  voyage  broken  up,  no  claim  for 
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freight,  either  in  full  or  pro  rata,  or  upon  a  quatUum  meruit,  can  be  maintained  bj 
the  ship-owner  against  the  shipper. 
Upon  what  principles  the  general  average  shonid  he  adjusted  in  sach  a  case,  as  re- 
spects the  contribution  due  from  the  cargo. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem,  by  Robert  Taylor  against  the  bark 
Ann  D.  Richardson,  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  of  goods 
shipped  on  board  the  bark  by  the  libellant 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Conrt 

Francis  B.  Chitting,  for  the  libellant 

Daniel  Lord,  for  the  claimants. 

Betts,  J.  The  facts  upon  which  the  points  in  contestation 
in  this  cause  arise,  are  these :  The  libellant  shipped  at  Phila- 
delphia, on  March  18, 1847,  on  board  the  bark  Ann  D.  Rich- 
ardson, for  Londonderry,  a  cargo  consisting  of  wheat  flour, 
Indian  meal,  corn,  and  navy  bread,  for  which  the  usual  bills 
of  lading  were  executed  by  the  master,  engaging  to  deliver 
the  cargo  to  the  consignees  in  the  bill  of  lading  named,  they 
paying  stipulated  freight  therefor. 

The  vessel  sailed  the  next  day  on  her  voyage.  She  was 
new  and  stanch,  but  before  leaving  sight  of  the  Capes  made 
water  at  the  rate  of  one  hundred  strokes  the  hour.  * 

It  appears,  however,  upon  the  evidence,  that  she  was  fully 
seaworthy  when  she  sailed,  and  that  the  amount  of  leakage 
she  exhibited  was  usual  in  new  vessels,  and  €id  not  affect  the 
cargo  or  her  seaworthiness. 

On  the  27th  of  March  she  encountered  a  heavy  gale  from 
the  S.  E.,  which  continued  to  the  30th,  and  then  increased  to 
extreme  violence.  The  bark  was  thrown  on  her  beam  ends, 
her  n;tasts  were  cut  away,  and  she  lay  water-logged. 

The  crew,  with  great  labor,  freed  her  of  water,  and  rigged 
spars  and  endeavored  to  work  the  vessel  to  Bermuda,  but  be- 
ing unable  to  make  that  port,  they  put  into  St.  Thomas,  on 
the  23d  of  April,  as  a  port  of  necessity. 

A  survey  was  there  held  of  the  cargo.     A  portion  of  the 
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corn,  (557  bushels,)  was  found  in  a  putrefying  state,  and  was 
thrown  overboard  as  valueless.  The  chief  part  of  the  residue 
of  the  cargo  had  been  wet  and  damaged  by  the  stress  of 
weather  to  such  a  degree  that  it  could  not  safely  be  trans- 
ported to  the  port  of  destination,  and  the  master  was  advised 
by  the  surveyors  to  sell  the  whole  cargo  remaining,  that  not  in- 
jured not  being  deemed  of  value  to  justify  carrying  it  to  Lon- 
donderry. It  was  accordingly  sold  on  the  11th  of  May,  at 
auction,  for  $7,730.02. 

The  claimants  allege  this  sum  is  subject  to  an  average 
charge  of  $562.08 ;  and  they  also  contend  that  the  vessel  is 
entitled  to  full  freight  and  primage  for  the  whole  voyage, 
amounting  to  $4,562.26,  and  the  balai^ce,  $1,712.85,  they  are 
willing  to  pay  over  to  the  libellant  They  deny  their  liability 
for  any  thing  beyond  that  sum. 

The  vessel  was  repaired  at  St.  Thomas  and  ready  to  receive 
a  cargo  and  prosecute  her  voyage,  by  the  2d  of  June.  She 
did  not  offer  to  proceed  to  Londonderry  with  the  sound  portion 
of  the  cargo,  nor  did  she  provide  any  other  vessel  in  her  place. 
She  was  employed  on  a  different  service.  The  libellant  was 
not  present  in  person  or  by  any  authorized  agent  at  St. 
Thomas,  and  was  no  way  consulted  in  the  disposition  of  th« 
cargo  and  breaking  up  the  voyage. 

Three  questions  were  discussed  upon  these  facts : 

1.  Whether  the  owner  of  the  vessel  was  entitled  to  full  or 
pro  %atd  freight,  or  any  freight  for  the  transpqrtation  of  the 
cargo  to  St.  Thomas.- 

2.  Whether  he  was  justified  in  selling  the  cargo  and  break- 
ing up  the  voyage  at  the  latter  port. 

3.  What  average  the  cargo  of  the  libellant  was  legally  lia- 
ble to  pay. 

In  arguing  the  case,  the  counsel  have  examined  minutely 
the  doctrines  obtaining  in  the  English  and  American  courts, 
and  it  is  strenuously  contended  for  the  ship-owner  that  upon 
the  well-recognized  principles  of  American  law,  full  fireight 
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was  earned  in  this  case,  and  that  the  acts  of  the  master,  under 
the  emergency,  must  be  regarded  as  the  acts  of  the  libellant, 
by  which  the  vessel  was  deprived  of  her  cargo,  and  prevented 
completing  the  voyage  undertaken. 

If  this  position  is  not  sanctioned  by  the  Court,  it  is  urged 
that  the  libellant,  by  demanding  the  proceeds  of  the  cargo 
and  bringing  suit  to  recover  them,  adopts  and  confirms  the 
sale  made  by  the  master. 

It  is  not  to  be  controverted  that  the  English  rule,  applica- 
ble to  a  voyage  so  circumstanced,  debars  the  ship-o^ner  of  all 
claim  to  freight. 

The  case  of  Vlierboom  v.  Chapman,  (13  Mees.  4*  W^*  230,) 
presents  a  statement  ♦of  facts  covering  all  the  essential  fea- 
tures of  this  case.  A  cargo  of  rice  was  shipped  at  Batavia 
for  Rotterdam,  by  the  bill  of  lading  to  be  delivered  there  on 
payment  of  a  stipulated  freight.  The  ship  encountered  a 
severe  hurricane,  and  it  became  necessary  to  throw  part  of  the 
cargo  overboard  and  to  take  the  vessel,  in  a  damaged  state,  to 
the  Mauritius.  The  cargo  was  there  examined,  and  it  was 
found  necessary,  without  delay,  to  sell  the  whole,  otherwise  it 
would  become  utterly  worthless  from  the  progress  of  rapid 
putrefaction.  The  rice  was  sold  at  Mauritius  by  agents,  to 
whom  the  master,  acting  bond  fide,  confided  the  ship  and 
cargo ;  and  the  proceeds  were  remitted  to  the  ship-owners. 
The  plaintiff,  (owner  of  the  cargo,)  had  no  agent  at  Mauritius, 
and  neither  of  the  parties  was  present  at  any  part  of  the  trans- 
action, nor  had  any  knowledge  thereof  until  after  the  sale  of 
the  cargo. 

Thus  far  the  two  cases  are  brought  under  the  same  range 
of  facts.  The  English  suit,  however,  seems  to  have  been 
an  amicable  one,  as  the  defendants  did  not  retain  freight 
money,  nor  set  up  an  absolute  charge  for  it. 

The  question  submitted  to  the  CJourt  was,  whether  the  de- 
fendants had  any  lien  or  right  of  deduction  or  set-off  against 
the  proceeds  of  the  rice,  either  for  the  freight  in  the  bill' of  lad- 
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ing,  or  for  pro  ratd  freight,  or  for  any  freight  on  a  qucunium 
meruit. 

The  plaintiffs'  point  was,  that  under  the  above  circum- 
stances, the  defendants  were  entitled  to  no  set-off  for  freight. 

The  defendants'  point  was,  that  they  had  a  set-off  or  lien, 
for  freight,  to  the  extent  of  £1,413.0.4,  the  produce  of  the  sale, 
or,  at  all  events,  to  some  ezi;ent. 

The  Court  decided,  that  if  the  master  might  be  regarded  the 
agent  of  the  owners  ex  necessitate^  so  as  to  validate  the  sale,* 
he  was  not  such  agent  with  a  right  to  accept  for  them  a  de- 
livery of  the  cargo  at  Mauritius,  in  place  of  Rotterdam,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  not  having  transported  the  cargo  conforma- 
bly to  their  contract,  were  not  entitled  to  full  freight,  nor  to 
pro  ratd  freight,  as  for  a  part  performance  accepted  in  lieu  of 
a  full  one. 

It  was  also  decided,  that  there  was  no  foundation  for  a 
quantum  meruit  claim  or  allowance  of  freight. 

The   Court  grounded  their  reasoning  and  decision  very 

much  upon  some  American  cases,  cited  by  Judge  Story,  in 

« 

his  edition  of  Abbott  on  Shipping,  (p.  328.) 

The  argument  for  the  defendant  in  this  case  now  is,  that 
the  doctrine  of  the  American  decisions  was  misapprehended, 
and  that  the  rule  to  be  deduced  from  them  is,  that  the  ship- 
owner, under  like  circumstances,  is  entitled  to  full  freight,  or 
at  least  to  pro  ratd  freight. 

In  the  case  of  Miston  v.  Lord,^  decided  in  the  United  States 
Circuit  Court  for  this  district,  in  September,  1848,  the  doctrines 
of  the  case  of  Vlierboom  v.  Chapman,  were  recognized  in  so 
far  as  the  authority  of  the  master  to  sell  cargo  under  similar 
circumstances  was  involved.  As  between  owners  and  under- 
writers, he  may,  on  general  authority,  have  an  implied  power 
to  do  what  is  fit  and  right  to  be  done,  with  ship  or  cargo,  in 
case  of  emergency.    Park.  Ins.  ed.  1842,  345. 


1  Since  reported,  1  Blotch/.  C.  C.  E.  854. 
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But  the  Court  regarded  it  a  fundamental  principle  of  the 
contract  of  affreightment,  that  as  between  the  owner  of  cargo 
and  ship-owner,  no  right  to  freight  accrued  except  upon  per- 
formance of  the  contract  by  the  ship,  unless  the  terms  of  the 
contract  Were  dispensed  with  by  the  owner  of  the  cargo ;  al- 
though such  discharge  need  not  be  by  express  agreement,  but 
might  be  implied  or  inferred  from  his  acts. 

This  is  believed  to  be  the  rule  of  maritime  law^opted  and 
enforced  in  the  European  and  American  courts.  Pothier 
Traits  du  Contrat  de  Loy^age^  No.  59 ;  Boviay  PcUy^  tit  5, 
sec*  16 ;  PardessuSj  Part  4,  tit  14,  ch.  2,  No.  718 ;  Abbott  on 
Shipp.  492,  note  1 ;  Vlierboom  i\  Chapman,  13  Mees.  Sf  W. 
239 ;  3  Kent^  6th  ed.  218 ;  Hartin  v.  The  Union  Insurance 
Company,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  R.  530.' 

The  delivery  of  the  cargo  at  the  port  of  destinatioa  is 
considered  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  freight,  and 
without  that,  the  acceptance  of  the  cargo  at  an  intermediate 
place,  by  the  owner  of  it,  is  necessary  to  enable  the  ship-owner 
to  maintain  a  claim  to  full,  or  pro  raid  freight  Caza  v.  The 
Baltimore  Insurance  Company,  7  Cranch,  358 ;  3  Kent,  228, 
229,  note  a ;  Abbott  on  Shipp.  534,  note  1 ;  The  Nathaniel 
Hooper,  3  Sumn.  542.  The  case  of  The  Nathaniel  Hooper 
demonstrates  that  the  rule  in  Admiralty  is  in  consonance  with 

• 

that  at  common  law  on  the  subject  3  Sumn.  555.  The  case 
is  not  affected  by  the  later  decision  in  Jordan  v.  The  Warren 
Insurance  Company,  (1  Story,  342,)  for  there  a  voluntary  ac- 
ceptance  of  the  cargo  by  its  owner  was  made ;  but  a  claim  to 
the  proceeds  of  sale,  or  bringing  suit  therefor,  does  not  amount 
in  law  to  a  voluntary  acceptance  of  the  cargo,  or  to  a  ratifica- 
tion of  the  act  of  the  master  in  breaking  up  the  voyage ;  nor 
is  the  master,  though  agent  for  the  ship  and  cargo  to  the  ex- 
tent of  being  empowered  in  a  case  of  extreme  urgency  to  sell 
either  or  both,  ex  officio  an  agent  of  the  ship,  authorized  to 
accept  the  cargo  short  of  the  port  of  delivery  and  break  up  the 
voyage.     Miston  v.  Lord,  Circuit  Court,  1848. 
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The  points  in  the  case  now  under  consideration,  not  in- 
volved in  the  decision  in  M iston  v.  Lord,  or  in  Vlierboom  v. 
Chapman,  are,  that  a  portion  of  the  cargo  on  the  arrival  of 
the  vessel  at  St.  Thomas  was  sound  and  in  a  condition  to  be 
transported  to  the  port  of  destination,  but  was  sold  by  the 
master  together  with  that' which  was  injured  and  perishing, 
and  that  the  vessel  was  repaired  within  a  reasonable  time  at 
St.  Thomas,  and  placed  in  a  condition  to  perform  her  voyage, 
but  did  not  offer  to  complete  it. 

Most  unquestionably  the  master  wad  not  bound  to  take  on 
board  and  attempt  to  carry  forward,  the  putrid  and  worthless 
portion  of  the  cargo,  nor  was  it  his  duty  to  receive  that  which 
had  been  so  injured  as  to  be  liable  to  putrefaction,  or  to  occa* 
sion  disease  or  discomfort  to  her  ship's  company,  or  injury  to 
the  sound  cargo  in  its  transportation. 

Those  principles  are  stated  and  enforced  with  earnest  per- 
spicuity in  the  two  American  cases  before  cited.  Jordan  v, 
Warren  Insurance  Company,  1  Story,  362,  353;  Miston  v. 
Lord,  Circuit  Court,  1848.  When  the  whole  cargo  is  so 
damaged  that  it  cannot  be  transported  without  endangering 
the  safety  of  the  ship  or  crew,  or  cannot,  from  its  perishing 
state,  be  probably  so  preserved  as  to  endure  transportation  at 
all,  the  ship  need  not  proceed  with  it,  or  offer  to  do  so  ;  but 
the  remedy  of  the  ship-owner  is  on  his  policy  for  freight,  he 
having  failed  to  earn  it,  by  means  of  perils  insured  against  or 
insurable.    1  PhilL  Ins.  290. 

The  loss  of  the  cargo  must,  however,  be  total,  for  although 
damaged  to  such  a  degree  as  to  be  not  worth  the  freight  at 
the  port  of  destination,  this  does  not  amount  to  that  kind 
of  total  loss,  which  authorizes  a  recovery  of  the  freight  on  a 
policy.  Herbert  v.  Hallett,  3  Johns.  Cas.  93  ;  Griswold  v.  The 
New  York  Insurance  Company,  1  lb.  205. 

The  present  action  seems  framed  upon  the  notion  that  if 
the  ship-owner,  on  the  facts,  would  have  a  right  to  recover 
•    VOL.  I.  43     , 
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freight  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  be  has  the  same  remedy 
against  the  owner  of  the  cargo. 

That  is  clearly  not  the  law.  Considering  the  condition  of 
the  cargo  on  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  St,  Thomas,  as  equiv- 
alent to  a  total  loss  or  physical  destruction  of  it,  the  plaintiff 
would  be  entitled,  on  insurance  of  freight,  to  recover  his  whole 
freight  for  the  voyage,  (1  PhUL  Ins.  290,  427,)  yet  as  against 
the  shipper,  he  cannot  recover  freight  except  on  performance 
of  the  condition  of  transporting  the  cargo  and  delivering  it 
at  the  port  of  destination,  conformably  to  the  contract  of 
affrfeightment. 

Independent  of  this  principle,  there  remained  a  portion  of 
the  cargo  in  this  case,  in  sound  pondition ;  and  to  entitle  the 
ship-owner  to  claim  freight  at  all,  he  must  have  carried  for- 
ward so  much  of  the  cargo  as  could  be  transported.  It  is  no 
concern  of  his,  whether  by  so  doing  the  interests  of  the  ship- 
per would  be  advanced  or  consulted.  He  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  question  of  profit  or  loss  to  the  shipper ;  and  his  ves- 
sel daving  been  soon  repaired  and  capable  of  performing  the 
voyage,  it  was  his  duty  to  complete  it,  and  then  he  would  be 
entitled  against  the  shipper  to  full  freight  on  all  the  cargo  de- 
livered, in  specie,  whatever  its  condition  or  value ;  and  might 
recover  against  the  underwriter  for  that  portion  which  pe^ 
ished  on  the  voyage,  which,  for  that  reason,  could  not  be 
delivered. 

I  sheill,  therefore,  pronounce  against  the  libellant  on  that 
part  of  his  action  which  claims  the  recovery  of  freight  in  full 
or  pro  ratdj  or  compensation  upon  a  quantum  meruit. 

It  is  not  denied  by  the  libellant  that  the  ship-owner  is  enti- 
tled to  a  contribution  from  the  cargo  on  the  general  average 
of  losses  sustained  by  the  ship.  But  it  has  been  made  a  seri- 
ous question  in  the  cause  as  to  the  particulars  of  valuation 
and  loss  which  shall  enter  into  the  computation  and  adjust- 
ment of  that  average. 
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Counsel,  on  both  sides,  however,  conceding  that  a  re- 
adjustment must  be  made,  admit  that  the  better  course  now 
is  to  take  general  directions  from  the  Court  respecting  the 
method  of  stating  the  average,  and  to  wait  until  the  adjust- 
ment is  presented,  before  a  decision  is  asked  in  detail  upon 
the  particulars  proper  to  be  included  in  it.  The  adjuster  may 
so  settle  these  points  as  not  to  leave  it  desirable  to  either 
party  to  litigate  the  matter  before  the  Court. 

In  the  adjustment  presented  to  the  Court,  the  ship  is  cred- 
ited with  full  freight  for  the  voyage.  This  is  erroneous.  No 
allowance  is  to  be  made  on  that  item  beyond  the  value  of 
the  freight  on  the  cargo  thrown  overboard,  and  that  value  will 
be  made  contributable,  also,  in  the  general  average.  The 
cargo,  OR  the  question  of  general  average,  is  not  to  be  charged 
with  any  expenses  incurred  in  respect  to  it,  after  the  voyage 
was  broken  up  and  abandoned. 

The  charges  for  reparations  made  to  the  vessel  subse- 
quently, ma  7  properly  be  referred  to  as  a  means  of  measuring 
the  actual  value  of  her  injuries  sustained  for  the  common  "ben- 
efit. That  allowance  has  no  application  to  claims  for  the 
care  and  management  of  the  cargo  after  it  ceased  to  be  con- 
nected with  the  vessel  for  the  purposes  of  the  voyage.  Ser- 
vices or  expenditures  of  that  character  have  no  connection  with 
the  ship  or  the  injuries  she  incurred  for  the  common  advan- 
tage, and  cannot,  therefore,  be  subjects  of  general  average. 

A  decree,  with  special  directions,  must  be  entered  accord- 
ing to  the  foregoing  principles.^ 


^  The  decree  in  this  cause  was  affirmed,  on  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court, 
October,  1849. 
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The  Bark  Laurens  and  $20,000  in  specie. 

The  depaty-marshal  is  an  officer  of  the  District  Coart,  amenable  to  its  jiirisdiction 
for  malfeasance  in  office ;  and  this  jurisdiction  may  be  exercised  by  snmmary 
order  or  attachment  for  contempt. 

The  marshal  is  personally  answerable  (ander  Sup,  Ct.  Rules,  41,  and  Dist.  Ct.  Bde^ 
158)  for  any  failure  to  pay  moneys  attached  by  him,  into  Conrt  forthwith;  and 
tlic  responsibility  of  the  deputy  is  no  less  stringent  than  that  of  the  marshal. 

The  rcf^ignation  of  office  by  an  officer  of  the  Court,  does  not  oust  the  Conit  of 
jurisdiction  to  proceed  against  him  by  attachment  for  contempt  for  any  acts  of 
misconduct  committed  by  him  while  in  office. 

Where  specie,  although  consisting  of  foreign  coin,  is  attached  under  process  of  the 
Court,  the  officer  is  bound  to  pay  it  into  Court  as  motiey ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  con- 
sidered as  cargo  merely. 

Under  the  act  of  April  18,  1814,  (3  ^7.  S.  Stats.  127,)~which  directs  that  moneys 
received  by  officers  of  the  United  States  Courts  shall  be  de|y)sited  in  bank,  &€., 
— the  Court  is  authorized  to  require  its  officers  to  pay  moneys  received  by  them 
into  Court,  to  be  deposited  in  bank  by  the  clerks  of  the  Court. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem  filed  by  the  United  States  against 
the  bark  Laurens,  and  020,000  in  specie  on  l)oard  her,  alleged 
to  be  forfeited  to  the  United  States  for  being  employed  in  the 
slave-trade. 

Former  proceedings  in  the  cause  are  reported,  antCj  302. 

An  application  was  now  made  for  an  order  upon  Eli  Moore,. 
United  States  marshal  for  the  district,  that  he  forthwith  pay 
into  Court  the  sum  of  $20,000  in  specie,  attached  on  board 
the  bark  Laurens,  proceeded  against  by  the  United  States  on 
a  charge  of  having  been  engaged  in  the  slave-trade,  and  which 
specie,  with  other  effects,  had  been  taken  into  custody  by  Wil- 
liam H.  Peck  and  others,  specially  deputed  by  the  marshal  to 
execute  the  process  of  the  Court ;  or  that  a  peremptory  attach- 
ment issue.  A  similar  motion  was  made  as  to  William  H. 
Peck,  the  deputy,  who  was  exclusively  a^d  directly  identified 
with  the  custody  and  withholding  of  the  specie. 

Other  facts  are  detailed  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court 

J.  PrescoU  Hall,  (U.  S.  District  Attorney,)  for  the  motion. 

Francis  B.  CiUting-,  opposed. 
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Betts,  J.  An  order  was  granted  by  the  Coturt  on  the 
2l8t  inst.,  on  motion  of  the  United  States  attorney,  that  the 
marshal  of  this  district  forthwith  pay  into  Court  the  sum  of 
money  attached  by  him  in  the  above-entitled  cause.  The 
hearing  of.the  matter  was  deferred  at  the  instance  of  the  mar- 
shal until  yesterday. 

The  order  of  the  Court  was  served  on  William  H.  Peck, 
chief  deputy  of  the  marshal,  and  concurrently  with  the  motion 
against  the  marshal,  the  district  attorney  moves  for  an  order 
that  the  said  deputy  pay  the  aforesaid  money  into  Court,  or 
that  an  attachment  issue  against  him. 

It  is  objected  on  the  part  of  the  marshal,  that  no  proof  is 
made  of  personal  service  on  him  of  the  order  of  Court,  and 
on  the  part  of  the  deputy,  that  no  order  has  been  granted 
directing  him  personally  to  pay  the  money  into  Court. 

In  order  to  lay  a  foundation  for  a  peremptory  attachment, 
it  is  incumbent  on  the  applicant  to  show  that  his  preliminary 
proceedings  have  all  been  strictly  correct.  The  United  States 
V.  Caldwell,  2  Sail.  333. 

But  the  same  rigor  is  not  necessary  to  obtain  an  attach- 
ment to  bring  a  party  before  the  Court  to  answer  upon  mat- 
ters touching  a  civil  suit.  In  such  cases,  the  first  proceedings 
may  be  by  order  that  the  accused  peaty  show  cause  why  he 
should  not  be  punished  for  the  alleged  misconduct ;  or  an 
attachment  may  be  issued  to  bring  him  before  the  Court  to 
answer  for  the  misconduct,  (2  Rev.  Stats.  536,  §  6,)  and  the 
practice  of  the  State  Court  governs  this  Court  when  not  other- 
wise regulated  by  its  own  specific  rules.  Circuit  Ct.  Rules^ 
102 ;  Dist  Ct.  Rules,  340. 

The  material  question  is,  whether  a  proper  cause  is  shown 
for  the  interposition  of  the  Court  against  the  marshal  or 
deputy,  by  process  of  attachment  in  the  first  instance,  or 
by  an  order  that  they  show  cause  why  an  attachment  for 
contempt  of  Court,  because  of  misconduct  in  ofiice,  shall  not 
issue  against  them. 

43* 
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Thus  far  the  cases  of  the  marshal  and  deputy  have  been 
considered  «&  depending  upon  a  principle  common  to  both. 

Upon  the  facts  brought  out,  however,  by  the  depositions 
read  in  Court,  it  seems  proper  to  separate  them  at  this  point, 
and  to  dispose  of  each  case  on  its  special  circumstances. 

It  appears  that  a  monition  and  attachment  against  the  baik 
Laurens,  her  tackle  and  apparel,  furniture,  appurtenances, 
guns,  and  goods  and  effects  found  on  board,  and  ^20,000  in 
specie,  was  delivered  to  the  marshal  on  March  15, 1848.  He 
deputed  William  H.  Peck,  J.  S.  Smith,  Joseph  Thompson,  or 
either  of  them,  to  execute  the  process,  and,  the  same  day  it 
was  served  by  Smith  and  Thompson,  by  the  airest  of  the  ves- 
sel and  the  specie.  The  specie  was  taken  by  Mr.  Thompson 
to  the  Mechanics'  Banking  Association  in  this  city,  and  left 
there  subject  to  the  order  of  Eli  Moore,  the  marshal,  and  as 
Mr.  Thompson  deposes,  on  special  deposit,  according  to  his 
understanding. 

The  deputy.  Peck,  states  in  his  affidavit,  that  the  specie 
attached  was  estimated  at  $18,992,  and  no  more ;  consisting 
of  $1,000  in  silver,  and  several  kegs  of  doubloons  and  half 
doubloons, — gold  pieces  of  a  foreign  currency.  The  $1,000 
in  silver  were  afterward  by  his  direction  placed  to  his  credit, 
by  the  cashier,  and  the  gold  coin  was  sold  and  the  proceeds 
also  passed  to  his  credit  in  the  bank.  He  says  he  has  dis- 
bursed a  portion  of  these  moneys  for  the  official  services  of 
the  office,  and  that  the  total  sum  he  has  received  in  his  offi- 
cial capacity,  including  these  moneys,  amounts  to  $133,000, 
or  thereabouts,  and  that  he  has  disbursed  and  expended  for 
and  on  behalf  of  the  marshal,  during  that  period,  the  sum  of 
$126,000,  or  thereabouts,  leaving  about  $7,000  in  his  hands, 
which  he  states  he  is  ready  to  account  for  and  pay  over  to 
the  marshal.  He  farther  says  he  resigned  his  office  of  deputy 
marshal  on  the  23d  inst. 

The  resignation  was  made  after  these  proceedings  were 
initiated  and  notice  thereof  had  been  served  on  him. 
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On  these  facts  the  counsel  for  Mr.  Peck  takes  the  foUowiQg 
objections  to  the  competency  of  the  Court  to  enfoitee  an  order, 
or  issue  an  attachment  against  him  * — 

That  if  the  moneys  in  the  cause  came  to  the  hands  of 
the  deputy^  they  were  in  judgment  of  the  law  received  by 
the  marshal,  and  the  deputy  is  not  answerable  for  them  by 
summary  order  of  the  Court,  nor  by 'suit  at  law.  That  the 
remedy  of  the  parties  interested  in  the  moneys  must  be  taken 
against  the  marshal  alone.  That  a  deputy  marshal  is  not  an 
officer  of  the  Court  amenable  to  the  authority  of  the  Court 
by  way  of  attachment  for  misconduct  or  malversation  in  his 
office. 

That  Mr.  Peck  is  now  no  longer  deputy  marshal,  and 
therefore  in  no  way  under  the  supervisory  authority  of  the 
Court  in  respect  to  his 'transactions  when  in  office. 

A  subsidiary  exception  is  taken  that  the  specie  cannot 
be  regarded  as  money  in  the  hands  of  the  marshal,  but  qnly 
as  cargo  in  his  custody  for  safe  keeping  until  the  final  decision 
and  disposition  of  the  cause,  and  accordingly  not  subject  to 
be  brought  into  Court. 

A  farther  point  was  taken  under  the  terms  of  the  act  of 
Congress  of  March  3,  1817,  that  an  attachment  cannot  be 
awarded  for  not  paying  the  money  into  Court,  but  only  on 
the  refusal  or  neglect  of  the  officer  to  pay  it  into  an  incorpo- 
rated bank  of  the  State  to  the  credit  of  the  Court.  « 

1.  The  main  defence  against  this  proceeding  was  placed  on 
the  first  position,  that  a  deputy  marshal  is  not  an  officer  of 
the  Court,  in  suc^  a  sense  as  to  render  him  directly  amenable 
to  its  supervision,  and  subject  to  attachment  for  not  paying 
over  money  received  by  him  virtute  officii. 

Whatever  may  be  the  rule  at  common  law  in  respect  to  the 
direct  liability  of  deputy  sherifis  to  suitors  for  moneys  col- 
lected by  process  of  Court,  it  seems  to  me  there  is  no  ground 
for  question  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1817, 
(3  IZ  £L  Stats.  395,)  that  a  deputy  marshal  is  subject  to  the 
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same  summary  remedy  in  respect  to  moneys  held  by  him  offi- 
cially that  the  marshaJ  is  himself. 

The  United  States  Circuit  and  District  Courts  are  directed 
by  section  1  of  the  act,  to  cause  all  moneys,  being  subject  to 
their  order,  to  be  deposited  in  bank ;  and  section  2  provides 
that  all  moneys  which  shall  be  received  by  the  officers  thereof 
in  causes  pending  in  Court,  shall  be  immediately  deposited 
in  bank  to  the  name  and  credit  of  the  Court ;  and  section  4 
directs  that,  if  any  clerk  of  such  Court,  or  officer  thereof, 
having  received  any  such  moneys  as  aforesaid,  shall  refuse  oi 
neglect  to  obey  the  order  of  such  Court  for  depositing  the 
same  as  aforesaid,  such  clerk  or  other  officer  shall  be  forth- 
with proceeded  against  by  attachment  for  contempt.  3  U.  & 
Stats.  395.  If  the  Court  were  called  upon  to  expound  the 
language  of  the  statute  for  the  first  time,  there  would  seem  to 
be  no  reasonable  ground  for  not  giving  it  its  full,  plain,  and 
natural  import,  and  applying  it  to  every  grade  of  officers  carry- 
ing into  execution  the  powers  of  the  Courts,  and  receiving 
moneys  under  their  process  or  by  their  direction. 

Chief  Justice  Marshall  clearly  considered  the  law  as  em- 
bracing deputy  marshals;  for  in  The  United  States  v.  Man, 
(2  Brock.  1,)  he  awarded  an  attachment  against  a  deputy 
marshal  to  compel  the  payment  of  money  into  Court,  collected 
on  execution.  No  question  was  raised  in  that  case  as  to  the 
just  liability  of  that  officer  to  this  form  of  procedure.  This 
was  in  1822.  In  1844  the  point  was  raised  in  the  Sixth  Cir- 
cuit, and  Mr.  Justice  McLean,  on  a  careful  consideration  of 
the  statute,  decided  that  the  deputy  marshal  is  an  officer  of 
the  Court,  and  subject  to  its  power  as  such,  and  that  he  may 
be  compelled  by  attachment  to  pay  over  money  collected  by 
him  virtute  officii.  The  Judge  remarked  that  it  would  be  dis- 
reputable to  the  Court  and  to  the  institutions  of  justice,  if, 
in  such  case,  the  Court  could  not  afford  a  summary  remedy 
against  one  of  its  officers.  In  that  case,  too,  the  deputy  had 
received  a  portion  of  the  money  when  he  had  no  authority  to 
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receive  it,  the  execution  having  been  returned ;  and  the  Court 
held  he  was  responsible  for  it,  although  the  marshal  was  not. 
Bagley  v.  Grates,  3  McLean^  465. 

If  the  money  had  come  properly,  in  the  course  of  his  official 
duty,  into  the  hands  of  the  deputy,  the  marshal  would  imme- 
diately be  liable  for  it  Judge  McLean  holds  liiat  the  deputy 
is  no  less  so  fof  that  cause.  And  it  seems  to  be  the  rule  in 
Massachusetts,  not  only  that  the  sheriff  is  liable  for  the  acts 
of  his  deputy  done  colore  officii^  but  that  such  liability  is 
consequent  upon  that  of  the  deputy  for  the  same  acts.  In 
Knowlton  v.  Bartlett,  (1  Pick.  275,)  a  deputy  sheriff  attached 
money,  after  the  process  vrz,%  functus  officio^  and  embezzled  it. 
The  Court  held  the  sheriff  liable,  because  the  act  was  done 
under  color  of  office.  The  same  doctrines  are  declared  by  Par- 
sons, C.  J.,  in  Marshall  v.  Hosmer,  (4  Mckss.  63),  and  Bond  v. 
Ward,  (7  lb.  127) ;  and  all  the  cases  go  upon  the  assumption 
of  the  personal  liability  of  the  deputy  for  the  acts  for  which 
the  sheriff  was  made  responsible.  In  South  Carolina  the 
sheriflf  has  been  held  liable  to  attachment  for  moneys  paid  a 
clerk  in  his  office,  embezzled  by  the  clerk  afterwards.  Aber- 
crombie  v.  Marshall,  2  Bay^  9 ;  Carter  v.  Ken,  lb,  112. 

Independent  of  the  statute  referred  to,  the  Courts  of  the 
United  States,  under  their  inherent  powers  and  their  right  to 
regulate  their  own  process,  possess  ample  authority  to  pre- 
scribe rules  in  relation  to  the  collection  and  disposition  of 
moneys  obtained  under  their  process  or  order,  and  to  com- 
pel the  observance  of  such  rules  by  attachment.  Bac.  Abr^, 
tit.  Attachment,  A. ;  Com.  Dig.j  Day's  fed.,  tit.  Attachment  for 
Contempt  of  Court,  note  1 ;  3  Dumf.  8f  E.  361 ;  2  Rev.  Stats. 
543,  §  1.  Such  rules  are  prescribed  by  the  Supreme  Court 
and  by  this  Court. 

In  my  opinion  the  deputy  marshal  is  an  officer  of  this 
Court,  amenable  to  its  jurisdiction  for  malfeasance  in  office 
by  summary  order  or  attachment  for  contempt.     The  marshal 
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would  be  personally  answerable  under  the  terms  of  Rule  41 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  of  Rule  158  of  this  Court,  for  fail- 
ing to  pay  moneys  attached  by  him  forthwith  into  Court; 
and  the  responsibility  of  the  deputy  is  no  less  stringent.  So, 
also,  under  the  practice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  State, 
the  sheriff  is  subject  to  attachment  for  not  paying  moneys 
collected  by  him  on  process  to  the  party^  or  into  Court, 
although  no  demand  is  made  on  him  therefor.  Brewster  17. 
Van  Ness,  18  Johns.  133. 

2i  It  is  earnestly  contended  that  the  resignation  of  his  office 
by  the  deputy,  on  the  23d  inst,  ousts  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  over  him.  This  is  upon  the  assumption  that  the  au- 
thority of  the  Court,  by  attachment,  cannot  be  exercised  over 
any  one  except  he  be  at  the  time  an  officer  of  the  Court. 
This  doctrine  is  correct  as  to  executory  acts.  The  Court 
could  have  no  power  to  compel  the  deputy  to  resume  his 
office,  or  to  proceed  hereafter  in  the  execution  of  his  duties. 
But  this  principle  does  not  touch  that  of  the  rightful  authority 
of  the  Court  in  respect  to  acts  and  omissions  of  its  officers 
while  acting  as  officers.  The  power  of  the  Court  to  afford  a 
remedy  against  sheriffs  by  attachment,  after  they  leave  office, 
for  malversation  or  neglect  of  duty  in  office,  is  one  constantly 
exercised,  and  has  never  been  questioned. 

In  February  term,  1810,  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  YoA 
awarded  an  attachment  against  a  late  sheriff,  for  not  return- 
ing a  Ji.  fa.  delivered  to  one  of  his  deputies  in  1797,  to  bring 
him  into  Court  to  answer  on  oath  to  interrogatories.  Brock- 
way  V.  Wilbur,  5  Johns,  356.  He  was  afterwards  discharged 
on  account  of  laches  of  the  party  prosecuting,  the  process 
having  been  delivered  to  a  deputy  more  than  fourteen  years 
previously.  The  People  v.  Gilliland,  7  Johns.  556.  Equally 
direct  are  the  cases  of  Brewster  v.  Van  Ness,  (18  Johns. 
333,)  The  People  v.  Brower,  (6  Ckm.  41,)  and  The  People  v. 
Evans,  (4  Hill,  71.)     It  is  presumed  the  argument  would  not 
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be  advanced,  that  the  marshal,  in  this  case,  if  the  money  in 
question  came  into  his  hands,  could  exempt  himself  from 
these  summary  proceedings  by  resigning  his  office.  The 
deputy,  as  an  officer  of  the  Court,  standi  on  the  same  foot- 
ing. He  is  compellable  to  answer  to  the  Court  for  abuse  of 
its  process,  or  other  contempt  of  Court,  whilst  acting  as  its 
officer.  The  proceeding  by  attachment  does  not  affect  him 
as  an  officer,  but  individually.  It  is  not  against  him  in  the 
character  of  one  now  acting  in  office,  but  to  compel  him  to 
complete  and  carry  oat  his  official  duties  in  doing  something 
he  had  neglected  and  omitted,  and  because  of  malversation, 
whilst  an  officer,  in  retaining  in  his  hands  moneys  received  by 
him  when  in  office,  and  by  color  of  his  office.  The  laW  em- 
powers the  Court  to  act  directly  upon  the  office  of  a  deputy 
marshal,  for  misconduct  committed  by  him  in  office,  by  remov- 
ing him.  This  Court  had  drawn  an  order,  in  execution  of 
that  power,  removing  this  deputy  from  office,  when  informed 
of  his  resignation ;  but  that  mode  of  punishment  would  in  no 
way  affect  the  civil  rights  and  remedies  of  suitors  against  him, 
for  embezzling  their  moneys  collected  by  him,  nor  the  power 
of  the  Court  to  inflict  punishment  by  way  of  fine  on  him  for 
such  malconduct. 

3.  I  cannot  assent  to  the  doctrine  set  up  in  the  third  point 
raised  in  behalf  of  the  deputy,  that  this  specie  was  merely 
cargo,  which  he  is  not  bound  to  bring  into  Court  or  deposit 
in  bank.  The  foreign  coins  mentioned  in  the  depositions, 
comprising  the  large  sum  in  question,  were  aU  legal  currency 
under  our  laws.  They  were  money,  the  same  as  coin  of  the 
United  States  Mint.  By  the  laws  of  this  State,  the  sheriff 
can  levy  on  money  or  bank  bills,  and  must  return  and  pay 
them  as  so  much  money  collected.  2  Rev.  Stats.  290 ;  Allen 
on  Sheriffs^  159.  The  case  of  Knowlton  v.  Bartlett,  (1  Pick. 
271,)  was  that  of  money  levied  on  and  embezzled  by  the 
deputy  sheriff.  The  process  in  his  hands  was  a  mesne  attach- 
ment, the  same  in  effect  as  the  attachment  and  monition 
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issued  in  this  cause.  There  was  no  necessity  for  changing 
the  character  of  the  property  taken.  It  was  already  money ; 
and  the  officer  was  bound  to  pay  it  into  Court  as  such. 

4.  It  is  contended  that  this  proceeding  is  not  supported  by 
the  act  of  Congress  of  1817,  as  it  demands  the  payment  of  the 
moneys  into  Court,  whilst  the  statute  directs  that  they  shall 
be  deposited  in  an  incorporated  bank  of  the  State  to  the  credit 
of  the  Court.  This  is  only  a  different  phraseology  for  the  same 
act  and  the  same  result  The  purport  and  object  of  the  mo- 
tion is  to  place  the  moneys  under  control  of  the  Court  for 
the  protection  of  the  parties  litigant ;  and  the  order  might  be 
modified  so  as  to  conform  to  the  language  of  the  statute,  if 
that  were  necessary.  The  act  of  April  18, 1814,  (3  K  S,  Siats. 
127,)  directed  the  deposit  of  moneys  paid  into  Court,  in  an  in- 
corporated bank,  to  be  designated  by  the  Court.  The  act  of 
March  3, 1817,  (3  Z7.  8.  Stats.  395,)  appointed  the  branches  of 
the  United  States  Bank  such  depositaries,  still  leaving  it  to  the 
Courts  to  designate  State  banks  when  no  branch  of  the  United 
States  Bank  was  convenient.  On  the  termination  of  the  char- 
ter of  the  United  States  Bank,  this  Court  designated  incorpo- 
rated banks  in  this  city  for  that  purpose.  The  Bank  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  the  Manhattan  Bank,  and  the  Bank  of 
New  York,  are  the  only  ones  appointed.  Section  2  of  the 
act  of  1817  requires  the  moneys  to  be  deposited  in  the  name 
and  to  the  credit  of  the  Court  The  marshal  may,  undoubt- 
edly, if  he  elects  so  to  do,  proceed  directly  to  the  appointed 
bank  and  place  money  collected  by  him  in  deposit  in  that 
form,  provided  the  bank  will  accept  it  from  him.  But  it  is 
manifest  that  an  orderly  and  accurate  method  of  conducting 
this  business,  and  keeping  the  accounts  so  that  all  parties  in 
interest  can  acquire  the  information  they  need  in  respect  to 
deposits,  and  so  that  the  funds  shall  be  emphatically  in  public 
keeping,  is  indispensable.  The  Courts  in  this  district  require, 
to  that  end,,  that  the  moneys  be  paid  into  Court,  to  be  depoe- 
^ited  by  the  clerks,  under  the  title  of  the  cause  to  which  they 
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appertain.  The  Court,  as  such,  keeps  no  bank  account,  and 
there  is  no  general  deposit  of  moneys  to  its  credit.  Every 
deposit  is  specific  and  special,  to  the  credit  of  the  cause  out 
of  which  the  money  arises.  No  part  of  such  money  can  be 
drawn  out  but  by  order  of  the  Court,  entered  on  the  minutes, 
signed  by  the  Judge,  and  then  checked  for  by  the  clerk. 
Those  minutes  and  records  are  open  to  inspection  by  all  per- 
sons in  interest.  If,  then,  the  money  is,  in  the  first  instance, 
carried  by  the  marshal  to  the  bank,  it  will  be  necessary  to  re- 
deposit  it  under  the  order  of  the  Court,  in  the  manner  provided 
for  keeping  the  accounts,  and  for  its  safe  and  correct  disburse- 
ment. 

Upoji  the  law  of  the  case,  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that 
the  United  States  attorney  is  entitled  to  compel  Peck,  the 
deputy,  to  pay  the  money  in  question  into  Court,  under  pen- 
alty of  attachment  for  contempt. 

There  is,  however,  undoubtedly  some  want  of  formal  steps 
to  entitle  him  to  a  peremptory  order  to  that*effect.  No  order 
has  been  served  personally  on  Peck  which  he  has  disobeyed, 
and  he  is  not,  accordingly,  put  in  a  state  of  contumacy  as  yet 
before  the  Court.  Sufficient,  however,  is  shown  upon  his  own 
affidavit  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  he  was  apprised  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, and  to  justify  an  order  or  an  attachment  against 
him,  to  bring  him  before  the  Court  to  answer. 

It  is  accprdingly  directed,  that  the  United  States  attorney 
may  take  an  order  on  Peck,  that  he  forthwith  pay  into  Court 
the  moneys  in  question ;  or  at  his  election  he  may  have  an 
attachment  to  bring  Mr.  Peck  into  Court  to  answer  interro- 
gatories on  the  subject-matter. 

It  is  not  made  to  appear  upon  the  proofs  submitted  to  me, 
that  the  marshal  has  personally  been  guilty  of  any  delin- 
quency. He  is  answerable  foj  the  acts  .of  his  deputy  done 
colore  officii^  (The  People  v.  Dunning,  1  Wetul,  16  ;  Clute 
V.  Goodell,  2  McLecm,  193,)  although  without  his  knowledge 
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or  recognition;  (Mclntyre  v,  Trumbull,  7  Johns.  35;  Walden 
V.  Davidson,  15  Wend.  675) ;  and  in  respect  to  moneys  so  col- 
lected or  taken  by  the  deputy,  the  party  entitled  to  them  can 
have  his  remedy  by  process  of  attachment  against  the  marshal 
personally.     The  People  v.  Brower,  6  Catp.  41. 

There  is  some  want  of  complete  formality  in  this  instance, 
as  to  the  proofs  necessary  to  found  a  motion  for  a  peremptory 
attachment ;  and  one  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  marshal 
before  the  Court  to  answer  is  unnecessary,  as  he  presents  his 
own  affidavit  and  that  of  Mr.  Thompson,  showing  cause  in 
excuse  of  himself.  The  excusatory  matter  set  up  will  not 
protect  him  against  an  attachment,  unless  it  appears  that 
Peck  obtained  possession  of  the  money  tortiously  and  in  firaud 
of  the  marshal's  rights.  The  Court  cannot,  upon  the  state- 
ments laid  before  it,  imply  that  Mr.  Peck  so  acquired  the 
money;  and  the  marshal  may  be  compelled  to  answer  on  inter- 
rogatories, whether  the  late  deputy  had  not  adequate  powers 
in  this  behalf  to  take  upon  himself  the  possession  and  control 
of  the  money. 

As  the  evidence  of  the  preliminary  steps  does  not  entitle 
the  applicant  now  to  a  peremptory  attachment,  and  as  there 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  personal  delinquency  on  the 
part  of  the  marshal,  I  shall  direct  that  an  order  be  entered  for 
him  to  pay  the  money  into  Court  on  or  before  the  first  day  of 
May  next,  or  that  an  attachment  issue  against  him. 

Order  accordingly. 
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Where  a  master  procures  a  seaman  to  be  discharged  by  a  United  States  consul  in 
a  for^gn  port,  if  any  deceit  or  collusion  has  been  practised  by  the  master  in 
obtaining  the  discharge,  be  can  claim  no  benefit  or  immunity  under  it. 

When  there  is  no  evidence  of  improper  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  master  in  obtain- 
ing a  seaman's  discharge  by  a  consul,  and  it  appears  that  the  consul  has  pro- 
ceeded fairly,  and  on  clear  privid  facie  proofs  has  ordered  the  seaman  to  be  dis- 
charged for  criminal'  conduct,  such  discharge  itself  is  a  bar  to  any  continuing 
claim  for  wages  which  might  be  enforced  if  the  seaman's  connection  with  the 
vessel  still  subsisted. 

The  propriety  of  the  consurs  interference  is  to  be  determined  upon  the  facts  before 
him,  and  not  by  the  case  which  may  be  afterwards  shown  upon  a  trial. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam  by  Abraham  Tingle  against 
Joseph  I.  Tucker,  master  of  the  ship  Diadem,  to  recover  wages. 

Four  other  suits  were  brought  by  other  members  of  the 
crew  of  the  Diadem,  upon  the  same  state  of  facts,  and  involv- 
ing the  same  questions.  The  five  suits  were  consolidated 
and  heard  as  one. 

The  five  libellants  were  all  colored  men.  The  libels  showed 
that  the  ship  was  up  in  January,  1848,  for  a  voyage  from  New 
York  to  Apalachicola,  thence  to  one  or  more  ports  in  Europe, 
and  back  to  a  port  of  discharge  in  the  United  States.  Some 
of  the  libellants  sailed  with  the  vessel  from  New  York  to 
Apalachicola,  and  all  of  them  performed  the  voyage  from 
Apalachicola  to  Marseilles. 

The  libellants  charged  that  they  were  ill  treated  on  the  voy- 
age, both  as  to  provisions  and  as  to  time  and  manner  of  work, 
and  that  on  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  Marseilles,  they  were, 
by  order  of  the  defendant,  thrown  into  prison,  and  there  de- 
tained until  the  ship  sailed  ;  and  that  they  were  then  left  by 
her  at  that  place,  although  willing  and  desirous  to  continue 
on  board  and  to  perform  the  voyage.  The  libellants  averred 
their  own  good  conduct  during  the  voyage,  and  claimed  full 
wages  to  the  time  of  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  the  port  of  New 
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York,  together  with  their  expenses  incurred  in  Marseilles,  and 
in  returning  home  ;  the  aggregate  amount  of  their  claims  -be- 
ing  $702. 

The  answers  denied  any  improper  conduct  on  the  part  of 
the  respondent  towards  the  libellants,  and  alleged  that  the 
libellants  Jiad  been  fully  paid  all  their  earnings  by  advances 
made  to  them,  and  by  expenses  and  disbursements  which  the 
respondent  incurred  by  reason  of  the  misconduct  of  the  libel- 
lants on  board  the  ship. 

The  answer  then  alleged  that  on  the  passage  to  Marseilles, 
the  libellants  were  guilty  of  disorderly  conduct,  amounting  to 
open  mutiny  and  revolt,  and  which  was  carried  to  the  extreme 
of  depriving  the  officers  of  the  command  and  control  of  the 
crew,  and  putting  them  in  fear  for  their  lives ;  that  on  the 
arrival  of  the  ship  at  Marseilles,  the  conduct  of  the  crew  was 
reported  to  flie  United  States  consul  at  that  port,  who,  after 
taking  the  depositions  of  the  officers  and  steward,  and  inquir- 
ing into  the  facts,  ordered  the  libellants  to  be  discharged  from 
the  ship,  and  sent  to  the  United  States  for  trial ;  that  in  so 
doing,  the  consul  acted  on  his  own  judgment  and  authority, 
though,  as  respondent  believed,  his  own  life  and  the  ship 
would  have  been  unsafe,  if  the  libellants  had  remained  on 
board.  The  respondent  further  averred,  that  he  had  no  knowl- 
edge  that  the  libellants  were  imprisoned  at  Marseilles. 

On  the  hearing,  numerous  and  very  contradictory  proofs 
were  put  in,  relating  to  the  conduct  of  the  libellants  com- 
plained of  by  the  respondent.  It  did  not  appear,  however, 
upon  the  whole,  that  the  libellants  were  guilty  of  any  extreme 
misconduct,  or  that  the  officers  had  any  reasonable  cause  for 
apprehending  personal  danger  or  any  ijitentional  mutiny.  It 
was  further  shown,  that  on  the  arrival  of  the  libellants  in  New 
Orleans  for  trial,  the  proofs  which  were  offered  to  the  grand 
jury  there  were  regarded  by  them  as  insufficient  foundation 
for  indictment.  It  was,  however  clear,  that  the  conduct  of 
libellants  was  at  times  perverse  and  offensive  to  the  officersy 
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and  that  they  were  deficient  in  ready  subordination  and  alac- 
rity in  the  performance  of  their  duties. 

The  respondent  relied  upon  the  discharge  granted  by  the 
United  States  consul  as  being  conclusive  on  the  question 
relative  to  the  conduct  of  the  libellants.  The  certificate  of 
discharge  was  as  follows  : — 

Consulate  of  the  United  States,  Marseilles. 
"  I,  D.  C.  Croxall,  consul  of  the  United  States  at  Marseilles) 
certify  that  Captain  Joseph  I.  Tucker,  master  of  the  ship 
Diadem,  of  New  York,  personally  came  and  appeared  before 
me,  at  my  office  in  the  city  of  Marseilles,  on  the  19th  day  of 
May,  A.  D.  1848,  and  after  depositing  his  ship's  papers,  declared 
that  he  had  a  charge  to  enter  before  me  against  several  of  the 
crew  of  the  said  ship,  and  proceeded  to  charge  Joseph  Tilman, 
Abraham  Tingle,  Henry  Tingle,  Joshua  BostSn,  and  David 
Martin,  colored  seamen,  with  having  committed  divers  acts 
of  premeditated  violence,  disobedience,  abuse,  and  direct  per- 
sonal obstruction  of  the  execution  of  his  lawful  orders  on 
board  said  ship  during  her  voyage  from  New  York  to  Apala- 
chicola,  and  from  thence  to  Marseilles.  That  said  five  sea- 
men exercised  great  influence  over  others  (colored)  of  the 
crew,  and  caused  them  to  join  in  all  their  bad  and  mutinous 
conduct  That  his  (the  said  captain's)  life  had  been  threat- 
ened by  one  if  not  more  of  said  seamen,  and  that  neither  he 
nor  his  officers  had  any  control  or  command  over  them  or  the 
men  under  their  influence.  That  he,  and  Ms  first  officer,  did 
not  consider  it  proper  or  safe  that  said  five  men,  the  ring- 
leaders, should  be  retained  on  board.  That  they,  the  said 
master  and  mate,  should  be  a&aid  and  unwilling  to  proceed 
again  to  sea  with  them,  and  therefore  requested  me,  the  said 
consul,  to  take  steps  to  have  said  ringleaders  removed  firom 
said  ship  and  imprisoned,  not  deeming  his  (the  said  master's) 
person  or  life  safe  from  them,  and  that  he  should  produce 
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proofs  preparatory  to  the  discharge  of  said  seamen  from  said 
ship. 

"  I  certify  that  after  examining  said  master,  the  first  officer, 
the  cook,  E.  Cooper,  and  a  seaman  named  Lewis,  (Greorge,) 
and  also  Mrs.  Caroline  Tucker,  wife  of  the  said  captain,  sepa- 
rately under  oath,  and  finding  the  said  master's  statement 
confirmed  by  the  other  witnesses,  I  accordingly  discharged 
said  five  seamen  named  herein,  as  the  ringleaders  in  the  vari- 
ous acts  of  mutiny,  disobedience,  abuse  and  revolt  charged 
against  them,  from  said  ship,  and  shipped  other  seamen  in 
their  stead. 

"  Witness  my  hand  and  official  seal,  at  Mar- 

[  L.  s.  ]     seilles,  this  3d  day  of  June,  1848. 

(Signed,)  D.  C.  Croxall, 

United  States  Consul." 

Alanson  Nash,  for  the  libellants. 
E.  C  Benedict,  for  the  respondent. 

I.  The  rule  of  law  is  clear  that  the  captain  has  the  right,  in 
cases  of  incorrigible  disobedience,  mutinous  and  rebellions 
conduct,  to  discharge  a  seaman  before  the  end  of  the  voyage. 
Ware,  707.     The  law  clothes  him  with  that  discretion. 

II.  Consuls,  too,  have  very  large  discretion  in  such  matters, 
even  by  statute.  It  is  a  mistake,  however,  to  consider  the 
functions  and  powers  of  consuls  as  mere  creatures  of  the 
statutes  of  the  United  States.  Consuls  have  certain  duties 
given  to  them  by  statute,  but  they  are  international  ministers 
deriving  most  of  their  powers  from  the  law  of  nations  and 
international  usages,  and  in  all  nations  have  always  had  a 
very  extensive  and  beneficial  jurisdiction,  as  well  in  advice  as 
in  action  in  all  this  class  of  cases.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  master 
in  all  such  cases  to  address  himself  to  the  consul  of  his  nation 
for  advice  and  aid,  and  doing  so,  the  law  will  protect  him 
when  he  acts  in  good  faith. 

IIL  In  this  case,  every  thing  shows  that  the  captain  and 
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the  consul  acted  deliberately  and  honestly  in  the  exercise  of 
an  official  discretion.  That  discretion  was  conferred  upon 
them  by  the  law,  and  it  is  a  principle  to  which  there  is  no 
exception,  that  when  the  law  confers  discretion,  it  protects 
the  exercise  of  that  discretion.  K  it  be  exercised  in  good 
faith,  the  act  is  binding,  and  the  party  that  exercises  it  is  sub- 
ject to  no  consequences.  If  the  innocent  suffer,  it  is  their 
misfortune ;  if  the  guilty  escape  punishment  it  is  their  good 
luck. 

IV.  The  men  were  lawfully  discharged;  their  voyage  was 
legally  ended  and  their  wages  stopped.  They  were  legally 
sent  home  by  the  consul  to  be  tried.  That  they  were  never 
tried  was  their  good  fortune,  but  it  has  no  effect  upon  the 
conduct  of  the  captain  or  the  consul. 

Betts,  J.  The  sufficiency  of  the  action  "taken  by  the 
United  States  consul  at  Marseilles  to  exonerate  the  respon- 
dent from  li^ibility  for  the  improper  imprisonment  of  the  libel- 
lants  and  for  their  discharge  from  the  ship,  is  the  main  point 
to  be  considered  and  disposed  of. 

The  proceedings  before  the  consul  were  had  at  the  instance 
of  the  respondent ;  and  if  any  deceit  or  malpractice  had  been 
resorted  to  by  him  to  induce  the  official  act  of  the  consul,  he 
could  not  claim  any  immunity  or  bopefit  under  that  act. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  case,  however,  to  show  improper 
conduct  or  blamable  motives  on  the  part  of  the  master  in 
referring  the  subject  to  the  consul,  or  that  he  did  not  act  in 
the  belief  that  the  libellants  had  committed  offences  against 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  that  the  consul  had  right- 
ful authority  to  examine  into  and  adjudicate  upon  the  charges, 
and  take  order  thereon  against  the  seamen. 

The  consul  certifies  and  returns  in  full  the  proofs  taken  by 
him,  and  states  his  proceedings  to  have  been  had  by  virtue 
of  section  5  of  article  35  of  the  consular  instructions  relative 
to  seamen  of  the  United  States. 
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The  instraetioQs  referred  to  are  not  before  the  Ck>urt,  but 
they  probably  have  relation  to  the  duties  of  consols  under  the 
acts  of  1803  and  1840. 

Section  1  of  the  act  of  February  28, 1803,  (2  K  &  SkUs. 
203,)  implies  the  power  of  a  consul  to  diacbaxge  a  seaman  in 
a  foreign  port,  and  to  give  a  certificate  of  such  act  on  bis 
part ;  as  by  the  provisions  of  the  section  such  certificate  of 
the  consular  consent  to  the  discharge  relieves  the  master  firom 
the  penalty  imposed  for  not  bringing  back  to  the  United  States 
such  seaman  with  the  ship. 

The  act  of  July  20, 1840,  in  terms  requires  the  concurrence 
of  the  seaman  and  master  in  an  application  to  the  consul  in 
order  to  authorize  him  to  discharge  the  seaman  in  a  foreign 
port  under  the  provisions  of  subdivisions  5  and  6  of  section  1 
of  that  act  5  U.  8.  Stats,  395.  The  discharge  contemplated 
by  those  sections  is,  however,  manifestly  one  firom  the  obli- 
gation of  the  shipping  contract,  and  has  no  connection  with 
the  authority  of  consuls  in  refHressing  crimin&J  offences  com- 
mitted by  seamen,  or  in  bringing  them  to  punishment  there- 
for. 

Subdivision  11  of  section  1  of  the  same  act,  (Act  of  July 
20, 1840,  5  U,  8.  Stats.  395,)  declares,  « it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  consuls  and  commercial  agents  to  reclaim  deserters,  and 
discountena/nce  insvbfydination  by  every  means  in  their  power ^ 
and  when  the  local  authorities  can  be  usefully  employed  for 
that  purpose,  to  lend  their  aid,  and  use  their  exertions  to  that 
end  in  the  most  effectual  manner." 

It  is  known  to  be  the  familiar  practice,  in  French  ports 
especially,  for  consuls,  upon  the  representations  of  masters  of 
vessels,  and  on  ^  proper  substantiation  of  facts,  to  obtain  the 
interposition  of  the  local  police,  which  of  its  own  authority 
commits  seamen  to  prison  because  of  offences  on  board  of 
their  vessels,  or  for  insubordination  of  conduct  Cases  of  this 
nature  have  for  many  years  been  of  firequent  occurence. 

It  is  also  a  common  exercise  of  authority  by  American  con- 
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suls  in  foreign  ports,  to  send  home  for  trial,  in  their  own  ships, 
or  by  a  different  conveyance,  seamen  accused  of  crimes  com- 
mitted at  sea  or  in  foreign  ports.  I  am  not  aware  that  the 
obligation  of  ship-masters  to  bring  home  such  prisoners,  or 
the  authority  of  consuls  to  transmit  them,  has  ever  been 
directly  questioned.  Some  of  our  most  distinguished  Admi- 
ralty Judges  have  expressed  strong  doubts  as  to  the  power  of 
consuls  in  these  respects ;  and  also,  whether,  in  case  seamen 
are  imprisoned  abroad  or  sent  home  compulsorily  by  them, 
such  acts  exonerate  the  master  from  liability  to  the  men  for 
full  wages  and  damages. 

Those  cases  will  be  more  particularly  adverted  to  in  another 
view  of  this  subject  The  question  now  raised  in  this  cause, 
it  is  to  be  remarked,  was  not  directly  presented  in  those  for 
decision ;  and  the  suggestions  of  the  Courts,  as  to  the  authority 
of  those  acts,  were  accordingly  incidental,  and  in  illustration 
of  the  general  doctrines  of  the  law. 

The  inquiry  in  the  present  case  is,  whether  the  consul,  upon 
the  facts  asserted  by  him,  could  lawfully  discharge  the  libel- 
lants  from  the  ship,  and  authorize  the  master  to  make  up  his. 
crew  by  employing  others  in  their  place. 

The  testimony  taken  before  the  consul  proves  that  the  con- 
duct and  threats  of  the  libellants  on  board  of  the  vessel  were 
highly  mutinous,  and  that  the  officers  had  reasonable  grounds 
for  fear  for  their  lives,  and  had  no  power  to  control  or  restrain 
the  men,  at  sea. 

The  testimony  of  the  captain  and  his  wife,  taken  by  the 
consul,  could  not  be  admitted  on  the  trial  of  the  respondent 
in  Ck)urt,  the  ffuit  being  personally  against  him  for  wages. 
The  testimony,  also,  given  by  Cooper  and  Lewis,  two  of  the 
crew,  before  the  consul,  was  retracted,  or  changed  in  essential 
features  on  their  examination  in  this  Court.  Two  other  per- 
sons  on  board,  who  were  not  witnesses  before  the  consul, 
were  examined  in  Court,  as  were  also  the  libellants  each  for 
the  others.     These  proofs  rendered  the  balance  of  evidence 
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plainly  in  favor  of  the  libellants  against  the  charge  that 
their  acts  had  been  dangerous  to  the  safety  of  the  vessel 
or  her  officers.  This  result  of  the  trial  here,  does  not,  how- 
ever, authorize  the  conclusion  that  the  case  before  the  consul 
did  not  warrant  his  proceedings,  nor  but  that  the  hearing  io 
this  Court,  had  it  been  on  an  indictment  before  a  jury,  where 
the  testimony  of  the  master  of  the  vessel  and  his  wife  would 
have  been  competent,  might  have  led  to  the  conviction  of  the 
seamen  of  the  mutinous  conduct  charged  against  them.  The 
point,  then,  is  whether  the  consular  act,  upon  the  proofs  before 
him,  in  detaching  these  men  from  the  ship,  and  ordering  them 
home,  to  be  there  dealt  with  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  on  charges  for  criminal  offences  committed  at  sea, 
feiils  to  bar  their  right  to  demand  wages  to  the  end  of  the 
voyagcj  because  the  evidence  before  the  Courts  on  full  hearing 
disproves  the  necessity  or  propriety  of  the  consular  order.  It 
is  to  be  observed  that  the  decision  of  the  consul  is  not  given 
merely  at  the  instance  and  on  the  representation  of  the  mas- 
ter and  respondent.  He  examined  into  the  charges  officiaUy, 
and  decided  the  course  he  woi|ld  adopt  upon  full  hearing  of 
proofs. 

Judges  Hopkinson  and  Ware  strongly  intimate  that  the  act 
of  a  consul  in  confining  or  discharging  a  seaman  for  criminal 
misconduct  abroad,  affords  no  protection  to  the  master  on  a 
demand  by  the  seaman  for  wages  and  expenses  and  damages 
accruing  by  his  discharge  or  imprisonment.  The  Mary,  Gilp. 
31 ;  The  WUUam  Harris,  Ware,  367. 

The  force  of  these  suggestions  may,  perhaps,  be  regarded  as 
modified  by  the  views  expressed  by  Judge  Ware  in  the  more 
recent  case  of  Smith  v.  Trent,  (4  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  13.)  This 
was  a  suit  brought  by  the  libellant,  a  seaman  on  board  of  the 
Nimrod,  against  the  master  of  the  vessel,  for  the  recovery  of 
wages.  It  seems  that,  by  reason  of  the  criminal  conduct  of 
the  libellant  at  sea,  he  was  arrested,  upon  the  arrival  of  the 
vessel  at  Point  Peter,  in  the  West  Indies,  and  confined  in 
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pdson,  no  other  civil  anthority  being  invoked  than  that  of 
the  American  consal  at  that  place.  He  was  subsequently, 
by  order  of  the  consul,  sent  home  in  irons  to  answer  to  the 
charges  brought  against  him  abroad  for  such  offences. 

In  relation  to  that  case,  the  Judge  says :  "  As  it  was,  it  was 
certainly  the  duty  of  the  master  to  call  upon  the  civil  author- 
ity of  the  place,  and  put  the  affair  in  a  train  of  judicial  exam- 
ination. The  result  of  that  inquiry  was,  that  Smith  was  sent 
home  as  a  prisoner  to  answer  for  his  conduct  to  the  laws  of 
his  country.  And  from  the  facts  developed  on  the  trial  here, 
it  appears  to  me,  that  the  civil  authorities  were  perfectly  jus- 
tified in  this  course."    4  JV.  Y.  Leg.  Obs,  15, 16. 

Although  it  is  not  conceded  in  this  decision,  that  the  con- 
sul's discharge  of  the  seaman  abroad,  and  issuing  a  certificate 
of  such  discharge,  because  of  his  criminal  conduct,  would  bar 
to  the  man  the  recovery  of  his  wages  here,  yet  wages  were  in 
fact  denied  him,  because,  by  his  own  misconduct,  he  had  dis- 
qualified himself  from  performing  the  services  for  which  wages 
were  to  be  paid. 

My  mind  is  better  satisfied  with  the  more  direct  and  prac- 
tical principle  applicable  to  the  facts.  The  rightful  authority 
and  duty  of  the  consul  to  interfere  and  take  a  seaman  from 
his  ship,  when  his  continuance  there  is  dangerous  to  officers 
or  men,  being  recognized,  ( TFare,  16 ;  The  Nimrod,  4:  N,  Y. 
Leg.  Obs,  X3,)  I  think  it  results  that  such  practical  discharge 
terminates  the  connection  of  the  seaman  with  the  ship,  and 
disqualifies  him  from  suing  the  master  or  ship  for  after  wages 
of  the  voyage,  and  it  is  quite  immaterial  whether  the  judg- 
ment of  discharge  rendered  by  the  consul  in  this  instance, 
constitutes  a  bar  to  the  action,  if  his  act  legally  separated 
them  from  the  ship  and  her  service. 

This  of  course  presupposes  that  there  has  been  no  improper- 
collusion  or  deceit  on  the  part  of  the  master  or  owners,  and 
that  the  consul  has  proceeded  with  integrity  and  on  probable 
cause  in  his  doings..  The  consul  is  personally  liable  to  the 
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party  injured,  if  guilty  of  any  abuse  of  power,  for  all  damages 
occasioned  thereby.  Act  o/1840,  art.  18 ;  5  ZZ  S.  Stats.  397 
I  apprehend,  however,  that  the  sounder  and  safer  doctrine  is, 
that  when  on  clear  primd  facie  proofs  he  orders  a  seaman  to 
be  discharged  from  a  vessel  for  criminal  conduct  threatening 
the  safety  of  the  vessel,  or  of  her  officers  or  company,  and 
transmits  him  home  for  trial  on  the  accusations,  such  dis- 
charge is  a  bar  to  any  continuing  claim  for  wages,  that  might 
be  enforced  if  his  connection  with  the  vessel  still  rightfully 
subsisted. 

The  propriety  of  the  consul's  interference  is  to  be  deter- 
mined upon  the  facts  before  him  at  the  time,  and  not  by  the 
case  which  may  be  shown  afterwards  on  trial.  As  in  the 
present  instance,  displacing  part  of  the  testimony  legitimately 
admitted  by  the  consul,  and  introducing  other  not  heard  by 
him,  may  give  the  case  a  new  aspect,  and  show  that  the  sea- 
men, though  debarred  of  wages  eo  nomine  by  the  act  of  the 
consul,  may  yet  resort  to  the  master  for  damages  because  of 
their  improper  severance  frona  the  ship. 

Although  the  evidence  before  me  is  irreconcilably  conflict- 
ing on  many  points,  I  consider  the  preponderance  of  it  to 
support  the  demand  of  the  libellants  for  wages  up  to  the  time 
of  their  discharge,  and  that  no  forfeiture  or  bar  of  those  wages 
is  established  by  the  respondent. 

The  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  Marseilles,  by  imprison- 
ment or  otherwise,  were  not  caused  by  the  master.  His 
application  to  the  consul  was  that  the  men  should  be  dis- 
charged or  taken  from  the  vessel.  That  was  granted.  Then 
the  consul,  following  his  own  judgment  of  his  duty  in  further- 
ance of  public  justice,  had  the  men  committed  to  prison,  and 
afterwards  sent  home,  as  prisoners  for  trial. 

The  testimony  does  not  fix  upon  the  defendant  any  respon- 
sibility for  these  acts,  which  can  be  enforced  in  this  form  of 
action. 

The  decree  will  be,  that  the  libellants,  in  these  respective 
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causes,  recover  their  several  wages  up  to  the  time  of  their 
discharge  at  Marseilles,  with  costs  to  be  taxed  ;  and  that  the 
demand  for  wages  to  the  termination  of  the  home  voyage  be 
denied.        •  Order  accordingly/. 


DuRYEE    V.   ElEINS. 

A  Court  of  Admiralty  in  this  country  may  entertain  a  suit  in  personam  for  a  bal- 
ance claimed  by  a  seaman  to  be  due  to  him  on  an  account  of  the  profits  of  a 
voyage,  as  his  share  thereof,  where  the  libel  avers  that  a  specific  sum  came  to 
the  hands  of  respondent  as  the  proceeds  of  the  voyage,  and  that  libellant  is  enti- 
tled to  a  specific  share  of  such  snm. 

On  snch  a  libeli  the  Court  may  inquire  into  the  validity  of  any  chaises  in  account 
made  by  the  respondent  against  the  libellant,  and  relied  upon  as  reducing  or 
satisfying  his  share. 

A  Court  of  Admiralty  cannot  entertain  a  libel  in  perBonam  which  seeks  to  bring 
respondent  to  a  general  accounting  for  the  proceeds  of  the  voyage,  and  to  com- 
pel an  adjustment  of  the  proportion  in  which  libellant  is  entitled  to  share  in 
them. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam  by  William  Duryee  against 
George  B.  Elkins,  to  recover  libellant's  share  of  the  takings  of 
a  whaling  voyage. 

The  libellant  was  one  of  the  crew  of  the  whaling  ship 
Sarah.  He  filed  his  libel  August  10, 1848,  against  the  defend- 
ant, sued  as  owner  or  part-owner  of  the  ship,  and  assignee 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  whaling  voyage  in  which  libellant 
served,  and  garnishee  of  the  master's  interest  therein,  seeking 
to  recover  libellant's  share,  alleged  to  be  the  one  hundred  and 
ninetieth  part  of  the  takings  of  the  ship. 

The  libel  charged  that  the  libellant  shipped  at  New  York 
in  December,  1843,  and  made  the  voyage  with  the  ship,  in 
various  parts  of  the  Pacific  Ocean,  until  July  1,  1846,  when 
she  put  into  Tahiti,  was  there  condemned  as  unseawor- 
thy  by  the  United  States  consul,  and  the  crew  discharged ; 
that  the  oil  and  bone  taken  by  the  ship  were  sent  home  and 
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Bold  for  the  use  of  the  owners ;  that  no  account  had  ever  been 
rendered  to  the  libellant  of  the  proceeds  of  the  voyage  and  of 
his  share  thereof,  though  he  had  demanded  an  account  and 
payment  of  the  share  due  him.  • 

The  libel  prayed  process  of  arrest  against  the  defendant, 
(with  a  clause  of  foreign  attachment,)  to  compel  him  to  ap- 
pear and  answer  the  libel  and  such  interrogatories  as  might 
be  propounded  to  him,  and  that  he  might  come  to  a  just,  rea- 
sonable, and  equitable  accounting  with  the  libellant  of  and 
concerning  the  libellant's  lay  or  share  of  said  voyage,  and  be 
decreed  to  pay  to  the  libellant  whatever  balance  might  be 
found  due  to  the  libellant  upon  such  accounting. 

The  answer  of  respondent,  filed  September  6, 1848,  admit- 
ted the  main  facts  averred  in  the  libel  respecting  the  respon- 
dent's ownership  in  the  vessel,  and  the  voyage  made  by  her ; 
but  averred  that  the  libellant's  lay  was  a  two  hundredth  part  . 
instead  of  a  one  hundredth  and  ninetieth,  as  alleged  by  him, 
and  also  that  respondent  had  made  up  and  delivered  to  libel- 
lant an  account  of  the  expenses  and  proceeds  of  the  voyage, 
and  of  the  advances  and  payments  made  to  libellant^  upon 
which  account  the  libellant  stood  indebted  to  the  ship  in  a 
large  sum.  The  respondent  therefore  prayed  a  decree,  with 
costs  in  his  favor.  * 

On  the  hearing,  proofs  were  put  in  to  substantiate  the  mat- 
ters set  up  in  the  answer  ;  but  the  cause  was  finally  disposed 
of  on  the  question  of  jurisdiction. 

Alanson  Nash,  for  the  libellant. 

I.  The  Court  of  Admiralty  in  England,  prior  to  the  re- 
straining act  of  Richard  IL,  possessed  jurisdiction  over  all 
cases  of  jettison,  ransom,  average,  consortship,  insurance, 
mandates,  procurations,  payments,  acceptilations,  discharges, 
loans,  hypothecations,  forms,  emptions,  venditions,  conven- 
tions, taking  or  letting  to  freight,  exchanges,  partnership,  fac- 
torage, pas^ge-money,  and  whatever  is  of  a  maritime  nature, 
either  by  way  of  navigation  upon  the  sea  or  of  negotiation  at 
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or  beyond  the  sea  in  the  way  of  marine  trade  and  commerce. 
(See  the  old  Sea  Laws,  p.  209,  being  an  extract  from  Godol- 
phin's  Sea  Laws,  &c.,  in  his  view  of  the  Admiralty  jurisdic- 
tion.) So,  also,  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  over  aU  matters 
immediately  relating  to  the  vessels  of  trade  and  the  owners 
thereof;  all  aifairs  relating  to  mariners,  whether  ship  officers 
or  common  seamen ;  all  matters  relating  to  masters,  pilots, 
steersmen,  boatswains,  and  other  ship  officers.  Also  all  ship- 
wiightsj  fishermen^  and  ferrymen.  Also  of  all  causes  of  mari- 
time contracts,  or,  as  it  were,  contracts  whether  upon  or 
beyond  the  seas. 

II.  The  statute  of  13  Rich.  II.  declares,  that  the  admirals 
and  their  deputies  shall  not  meddle  henceforth  with  any  thing 
done  within  the  realm,  but  only  with  things  done  on  the  sea. 
This  statute  was  passed  in  1389.  The  next  statute,  which 
was  passed  in  the  15th  Rich.  II.,  or  in  1391,  prohibited  the 
admirals  to  hold  pleas  of  matters  arising  in  the  body  of  the 
county ;  in  other  words,  these  two  statutes  put  together  pro- 
hibited  the  admirals  to  hold  pleas  of  things  done  on  land,  and 
also  of  things  done  or  arising  in  the  body  of  the  county, 
though  done  upon  the  sea.  In  all  o^her  respects  they  left 
the  Admiralty  jui^sdiction  precisely  where  they  found  it 

The  statutes  are  both  local,  and  do  not  extend  to  any  case 
not  arising  on  land,  or  within  the  body  of  a  county  in  Eng- 
land.    Hussey  v,  Christie,  13  Ves.  594 ;  Rolle^  R.  250. 

A  statjjte  of  1391  declared,  that  the  admirals  should  not 
ilold  plea  of  matters  arising  in  the  body  of  the  jcounty,  or  of 
vmreck.  Our  Courts  have  disregarded  this  statute  by  express 
decision  ;  they  do  take  cognizance  of  wreck.  Hobart  v.  Dro- 
gansi,  10  Pet.  108 ;  The  United  States  v.  Comb,  12  3.  72. 

III.  The  Lord  High  Admiral  of  England,  and  also  of  Scot- 
land, the  Judges  of  the  Admiralty  Courts  in  North  America, 
including  New  Hampshire,  Massachusetts,  and  Virginia,  for- 
merly received  commissions  from  the  crown  to  hold  "jurisdic- 
tion of  pleas,  bills  of  exchange,  policies  of  assurance,  accounts^ 
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charter-parties,  agreements,  and  oth^  things  had  or  done  in 
or  upon  or  through  the  seas  or  public  rivers  of  firesfa  waters, 
streams,  havens,  and  places  subject  to  overflowing  whatsoever 
within  the  flowing  and  ebbing  of  the  sea,  upon  the  chores  or 
banks  whatsoever  adjoining  to  them."     DunL  Adm.  Pr.  34b, 

IV.  Our  Courts  have  held  the  doctrine  that  they  would 
take  jurisdiction  over  cases  of  consortship.  Wall  v.  Andrews, 
2  N.  Y.  Leff,  Obs.  157.  Here  is  b  case  of  accounting  between 
parties* 

V.  The  Court  may  take  this  account  by  means  of  a  refer- 
ence to  the  register  or  to  an  auditor  or  assessor  appointed  for 
this  purpose.  Indeed,  there  is  the  same  right  in  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  to  refer  a  cause  to  an  officer  created  for  this  par- 
pose,  that  there  is  for  a  Court  of  Equity  to  refer  any  matter  to 
a  master.  Every  Court  has  an  inherent  power  to  refer  cases 
for  their  information  to  officers  created  for  this  purpose.  Lee^s 
Diet  cfPr.  tit  Master's  Report ;  1  TiMs  iV.  518 ;  The  King  v. 
Wheeler,  1  W.  Blackst.  811 ;  Hoffm.  Ch.  Pr.  Introd.  16,  note  13 ; 

7  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  Officers,  C. ;  1  Pet  604 ;  6 1&.  187 ;  The  Betsey, 

8  DaU.  6 ;  8  Bulstr.  205 ;  13  Coke^  52 ;  Lindo  e;.  Rodney,  Doug. 
613 ;  The  United  States  v.  Goodwin,  7  Cranch,  82 ;  1  Bac.  Abr., 
Phila.  ed.,  tit.  Admiralty  Courts. 

E.  C.  Benedict^  for  the  respondent. 

Betts,  J.  A  question  of  practical  importance  arises  upon 
the  face  of  these  pleadings ;  that  is,  whether  an  Admiralty 
Court  can  take  jurisdiction  of  a  daim  of  a  seaman  for  a  shalt 
of  the  proceeds  of  ^  fishing  or  whaling  voyage,  before  the 
accounts  of  such  voyage  are  made  up ;  in  other  words,  wbelher 
the  Court  can  bring  the  parties  to  an  accounting,  and,  by  its 
decree,  adjust  their  respective  rights  in  the  adventure. 

When  the  voyage  is  made  up.  Admiralty  Courts  will  take 
cognizance  of  suits  by  seamen  for  their  respective  shares  of 
the  aggregate.  The  Sidney  Cove,  2  Dods.  11.  In  a  whaling 
voyage  the  account  may  be  referred  to  a  commissioner,  to  see 
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that  the-  computation  is  correct,  or  that  no  improper  items  are 
inserted-against  the  crew.  Reed  v.  Hussey,^  (MSS.)  August, 
1836,  That  is  done,  however,  not  on  the  ground  of  an  orig- 
inal authority  to  compel  the  account,  but  regarding  the  voy- 
age made  up  as  an  admission  of  the  sum  to  be  distributed  to 
the  ship's  company,  each  seaman  can  have  his  remedy  in  this 
Court  for  his  aliquot  part  thereof,  and  may  claim  the  aid  of 
the  Court  to  protect  him  against  overcharges.  The  same 
principle  would  extend  to  the  case  where  the  proceeds  of  the 
voyage  are  realized  by  the  owner,  and  he  refuses  or  neglects 
to  make  up  the  voyage,  or  holds  the  takings  of  the  adventure 
in  his  possession  at  the  home  port  an  unreasonable  length  of 
time  without  sale.  In  such  case  the  Court  may  equitably 
regard  him  as  appropriating  the  cargo  to  himself;  and  adopt- 
ing the  price  received  as  the  market  value,  may  award  to  the 
seamen  their  compensation  on  that  footing.  The  seamen 
may  thus  be  permitted  to  claim  their  proportionate  part  of . 
the  entire  value  in  the  hands  of  the  owner,  throwing  on  him 
the  burden  of  proving  the  charges  and  deductions  to  which  it 
is  subject  under  the  shipping  articles. 

The  case  of  Reed  v.  Hussey  was  one  of  wreck,  where  por- 
tions of  the  oil  were  saved  and  transmitted  to  this  port  and 
sold,  a  small  parcel  having  been  previously  remitted  home 
and  sold  during  the  continuance  of  the  whaling  voyage,  and 
the  voyage  was  made  up  by  the  owner  on  the  footing  of  such 
net  receipts.  To  that  extent,  the  remedy  of  the  sailor  was 
^owed  in  this  Court. 

The  libellant  does  not  proceed  for  an  acknowledged  or 
proved  account  of  takings  come  to  the  defendant's  possession, 
but  demands  an  original  and  full  accounting  for  the  whole 


1  Since  reported,  1  Blatchf,  Sf  H.  625.    This  case  was  affirmed  on  appeal 
to  the  Circuit  Court,  December,  1887. 
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voyage.  In  this  respect  the  case  differs  firom  that  above  re- 
ferred to,  which  occurred  in  this  Court.  If  the  libel  had  set 
up  a  specific  amount  realized  by  the  defendant  as  the  earn- 
ings of  the  voyage,  ^nd  the  libellant  had  then  claimed  an 
entire  one  hundred  and  ninetieth  or  two  hundredth  part  of 
the  gross  sum,  I  cannot  perceive  any  objection  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  over  the  case  as  thus  shaped,  or  to  its 
eompetency  to  try  and  decide  the  case,  so  as  to  preserve  all 
legal  rights  to  all  parties.  The  defendant  might  be  required 
then  to  justify  the  chaj^es  claimed  by  him  as  a  satisfaction 
of  the  libellant's  share,  and  the  office  of  the  Court  would  be 
no  more  than  to  examine  and  adjudicate  upon  the  credit  so 
claimed.^ 

The  case  made  by  the  libellant,  however,  rests  upon' the 
assumption  that  he  is  entitled  to  have  the  accounts  at  large 
stated  in  this  Court,  and  to  be  secured  the  value  of  the  takings 
irrespective  of  the  method  of  disposition  adopted  by  the  mas- 
ter or  owners,  or  the  actual  amount  realized.  It  would  be  his 
right  undoubtedly,  in  equity,  to  overhaul  all  the  proceedings 
of  the  master  and  owner,  and  to  compel  .them  to  secure  him 
the  entire  value  of  his  earnings  according  to  the  terms  of  his 
shipping  agreement,  and  that  without  regard  to  the  method 
of  adjustment  stipulated  by  the  articles,  if  he  could  establish 
any  unjust  or  inequitable  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  owner 
or  his  agents,  in  disposing  of  the  takings  of  the  voyage  or  in 
making  up  the  accounts. 

But  can  this  be  done  by  a  Court  of  Admiralty  ?  As  a  gen- 
eral principle  that  Court  does  not  take  cognizance  of  partner- 
ship transactions,  nor  of  any  method  of  securing  to  a  seaman 
compensation  for  his  services,  excepting  on  an  agreement 
express  or  implied  for  the  payment  of  wages.  And  thus  all 
extraordinary  arrangements,  such  as  those  secured  by  deed, 


'  Compare  The  Atlantic,  ante,  451. 


APRIL,  1849.  535 


Dnryee  v.  Elkins. 


(Howe  V.  Napier,  4  Burr.  1944 ;  Campion  v.  Nicholas,  2  Stra. 
405 ;  Opy  v.  ChUd,  1  ScUk.  31 ;  Day  v.  Serle,  2  Barnard,  419 ; 
S.  C.  2  iS^ro.  969,)  or  those  contemplating  a  partilipation  of 
profits,  (The  Sydney  Cove,  2  Dods.  11 ;  The  Mona,  1  W.  Mob. 
137 ;  The  Kiby  Grove,  2  lb.  62,)  are  by  the  English  law  ex- 
cluded firom  that  class  of  contracts  on  which  seamen  are  privi- 
leged to  sxie  in  Admiralty.     Abbott  on  Shipp;  659. 

The  rule  in  the  Courts  of  this  country  has  not  been  so  re- 
strictive upon  the  remedies  of  seamen,  (Macomber  v.  Thomp- 
son, 1  Sumn.  384 ;  The  Crusader,  WarCj  437,)  the  Courts  being 
inclined  to  regard  only  the  fact,  that  the  agreement  was  or 
was  not  intended  to  secure  to  the  seaman  wages  for  his  ser- 
vices. K  that  is  the  purpose,  it  may  be  enforced  in  Admiralty, 
although  the  wages  were  to  arise  out  of  a  participation  in  the 
earnings  of  a  freighting  or  fishing  voyage,  or  although  they 
were  secured  by  a  bond  or  other  specialty.  It  is  accordingly 
the  common  usage  of  the  Courts  of  the  United  States  to  enter- 
tain libels  for  shares  or  proportions  of  earnings  in  fishing  voy- 
ages, such  shares  being  the  measure  of  the  amount  of  wages. 
A  suit  in  Admiralty  or  at  law  may  be  maintained  for  such 
shares  when  ascertained  by  a  final  settlement  of  the  voyage. 
3  Pick.  435. 

In  principle,  there  is  no  distinction  between  a  suit  in  per- 
sonam  in  Admiralty  and  a  common-law  action  for  the  recovery 
of  wages.  The  same  ingredients  enter  into  the  rights  of  both 
parties  in  each  tribunaL  The  demand  rests  upon  an  agree- 
ment express  or  implied,  and  is  enforced  according  to  the 
methods  of  procedure  of  the  respective  Courts. 

Thus  an  action  lies  at  law  by  a  seaman  to  recover  his  pro- 
portionate share  of  a  whaling  adventure,  after  the  oil  has  been 
sold,  and  the  amount  liquidated  out  of  which  the  share  is  to 
be  completed.  Wilkinson  v.  Fra8ier,4  Esp.  182.  That  doc- 
trine has  always  been  adopted  in  this  Court,  and  numerous 
suits  and  recoveries  have  been  had  on  libels  so  filed  after  the 
whaling  voyage  was  made  up. 
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There  is  no  difficulty  in  furnishing  the  remedy  when  the 
materials  are  supplied  from  which  the  right  is  shown  or  may 
be  deducetl.  The  relief  by  suit  in  Admiralty  proceeds  upon 
the  same  doctrine  and  like  proofs  as  in  the  common-law  ac- 
tion of  assumpsit. 

Do  the  functions  of  the  Court  admit  of  its  managing  an 
action  of  account  either  according  to  the  common-law  prac- 
tice, or  under  that  of  a  Court  of  Equity  ? 

The  ancient  common-law  action  of  account  is  rarely  used 
at  this  day.  It  was  applicable  to  transactions  between  a  lord 
and  his  bailiff,  a  man  and  his  receiver,  between  partners  and 
against  administrators,  &c  Finch^  N.  B:  116 ;  Go.  Litt.  172 ; 
1  Bac.Abr.  tit.  *  Account ;  2  Rev.  Stats.  50,  306;  Duncan  v. 
Lyon,  3  Johns.  Ch.  360.  The  action  may  be  barred  by  plea 
that  defendant  has  accounted.  Baldw.  C.  C.  R.  418.  The 
action  was  founded  on  contract,  and  it  was  necessary  that  all 
parties  should  be  joined  in  it,  and  that  the  defendants  should 
have  no  claim  in  the  thing  to  be  accounted  for.  1  Dcme^  Abr. 
164. 

The  auditors  or  referees  can  examine  all  parties  on  oath,  and 
accordingly  the  proceedings  in  the  action  at  law  are  of  the 
same  character  and  of  similar  efficacy  with  those  in  equity. 
Duncan  v.  Lyon,  3  Johns.  Ch.  360 ;  2  Story^  648. 

In  this  Court,  no  other  examination  of  parties  can  be  had 
than  by  propounding  interrogatories  to  be  answered  by  them 
in  connection  with  the  pleadings.  There  is  no  usage  or  prac- 
tice authorizing  a  referee  or  commissioner  to  call  a  party 
before  him  for  an  oral  examination ;  and  accordingly,  if  an 
Admiralty  suit  embraced  all  the  parties  necessary  to  a  fall 
and  proper  accounting,  there  would  be  wanting,  in  order  to 
carry  it  fully  into  effect,  that  essential  attribute  of  the  pro- 
ceedings at  law  and  in  equity. 

For  that  reason,  it  has  been  explicitly  decided  in  this  Court, 
that  a  suit  in  rem  will  not  lie  in  a  case  where  an  accounting 
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18  required  and  must  be  decreed.  The  Pairplay,^  (MSB.) 
February,  1830. 

The  jurisdiction  was  interdicted  in  England  "  in  accounts 
betwixt  merchant  and  merchant  or  their  factors,"  {DunL 
Adm.  iV.  16 ;)  and  although  in  The  Fairplay,  the  Court  with- 
held the  expression  of  any  opinion  as  to  the  right  to  sue 
in  personam  to  compel  an  accounting,  yet  the  reason  of  the 
decision  applies  with  equal  force  to  either  form  of  action. 
The  difference  between  the  two,  relates  mainly  to  the  greater 
inconvenience  of  keeping  property  on  attachment  pending  an 
accounting,  than  that  of  subjecting  a  party  to  give  bail. 

In  the  case  of  THe  Fairplay,  the  master  had  chartered  the 
vessel,  and  the  libellant  engaged  to  run  her  with  him  a  period 
of  five  moirths,  upon  an  agreement  to  share  with  the  master 
one  half  of  her  earnings  and  profits.  The  other  half  was  to  be 
paid  to  the  owner.  No  account  had  been  stated  between  the 
parties.  The  libellant  alleged  there  was  due  him  the  sum  of 
$305.81  as  his  share  of  the  earnings  and  profits.  The  answer 
denied  the  debt,  and  averred  that  the  libellant  stood  indebted 
upon  the  adventure  in  the  sum  of  $139.60.  The  decision 
went  upon  the  general  doctrine  that  this  Court  would  not 
entertain  an  action  for  an  account,  laying  stress  upon  the  fact 
as  a  corroborative  reason,  that  the  vessel  must  be  held  in  cus- 
tody pending  such  accounting. 

A  whaling  adventure  is  not  regarded  in  our  law  as  a  part- 
nership connection,  but,  as  between  the  owner  and  crew,  a 
trust  is  created  and  the  right  of  the  crew  to  compensation  is, 
by  the  shipping  agreement,  usually  made  consequent  to  the 
acts  of  the  trustee.  A  Court  of  Equity  can  no  doubt  secure 
the  rights  of  a  whaling  crew  independent  of  the   method 


I  Since  reported,  1  Blotch/.  §•  H,  136.    This  case  was  affirmed  on  appeal 
to  the  Circuit  Court,  in  July,  1830. 
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airanged  and  agreed  between  the  parties,  when  the  neglect 
or  misconduct  of  the  crew  interposes  any  impediment  to  legal 
relief. 

But  is  this  within  the  powers  of  Courts  of  Admiralty  pro- 
ceeding in  personam?     They  are  clearly  controlled  by  the 
shipping  agreement  in  the  remedy  they  administer,  provided 
that  agreement  is  valid.    In  the  present  case,  the  engagement 
in  the  articles  is  by  the  owner  (on  the  fulfilment  of  the  con- 
ditions stipulated  by  the  crew)  "  to  pay  the  shares  of  the  net 
proceeds  of  all  that  shall  be  obtained  by  the  crew  during  said 
voyage,  as  soon  after  the  return  of  the  voyage  as  the  oil,  or 
whatever  else  may  be  obtained,  can  be  sold,  and  the  voyage 
made  up  by  the  owner  or  agent  of  said  ship,  first  deducting 
all  such  sums  as  may  be  due  fi-om  them  to  the  owner  or  offi« 
cers  thereof,  for  advances,  supplies,  or  debts  arising  ftora  other 
considerations."    The  libel  charges  that  the  defendant  refuses 
to  give  the  libellant  an  account  of  the  voyage  or  pay  him  his 
dues,  and  prays  the  Court  to  decree  that  the  defendant  come 
to  a  just,  reasonable,  and  equitable  accounting  with  him,  of 
and  concerning  his  share  or  lay  of  said  voyage,  and  pay  him 
whatever  balance  may  be  found  on  such  accounting.     It  is 
true  he  claims  general  damages  to  (300,  but  he  does  not 
aver  that  such  amount  is  due  him  on  the  account,  nor  that 
any  specific  sum  whatever  has  come  to  the  respondent  fix)m 
the  takings  of  the  voyage. 

The  difficulty  thus  presented  is  not  obviated  by  the  answer, 
and  it  is  manifest  that  the  relief  the  pleading  seeks,  and  the 
only  one  to  which  it  is  adapted,  is  that  of  an  original  account- 
ing upon  all  the  particulars  of  the  voyage.  The  counsel  for 
the  libellant  maintained  this  view  of  the  case  in  his  argument, 
and  strenuously  presses  the  right  of  his  client  to  such  account, 
and  the  necessity  of  its  being  decreed  him. 

In  my  judgment,  the  case  as  brought  before  the  Court  is 
not  one  of  which  it  can  take  cognizance.  The  appropriate 
relief  would  be  a  bill  in  equity,  setting  forth  the  amount  of 
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takings,  and  requiring  the  respondent  to  account  for  their  dis- 
position. 

If,  however,  the  Hbellant  elects  to  go  upon  the  account  set 
forth  by  the  answer,  a  reference  may  be  taken  to  a  commis- 
sioner to  ascertain  and  adjust  the  amount  of  payments  prop- 
erly chargeable  to  the  libellant,  and  report  whether  any  balance 
is  due  him  out  of  the  lay  of  (117.75,  credited  him  on  the  ac- 
count made  up  by  the  defendant. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Simpson  v.  Caulkins. 

A  libel  was  filed  by  each  of  two  members  of  a  ship^s  crew  to  recover  damages  for 
breach  of  a  shipping  contract ;  and  subsequently  eleven  other  libels  were  sworn 
to  by  eleven  other  members  of  the  crew,  upon  the  same  state  of  facts  and  upon 
the  same  cause  of  action.  Before  answer  was  filed  to  either  of  these  libels,  and 
before  the  eleven  libels  were  filed,  a  stipulation  was  entered  into  that  the  thirteen 
causes  should  be  consolidated.  An  answer,  presenting  two  issues,  was  then  put 
in,  and  the  cause  having  been  brought  on  for  hearing,  the  libcUants  prevailed 
upon  the  first  issue,  but  the  respondent  succeeded  upon  the  second. 

Held,  on  appeal  from  taxation  of  costs,  1 .  That  the  costs  of  the  two  separate 
libellants  and  of  the  respondent  were  to  be  taxed  in  both  the  two  suits  first 
commenced,  up  to  the  date  of  the  consolidation  -,  but  from  that  date  libellants' 
costs  were  to  be  taxM  only  in  the  suit  which  was  thereafter  prosecuted. 

2.  That  full  costs  of  the  issue  on  which  the  libellants  prevailed  should  be  taxed 
in  their  favor,  and  full  costs  of  the  issue  on  which  the  res^ndent  succeeded 
should  be  taxed  to  him ;  and  that  these  two  bills  should  be  set  off  the  one  against 
the  other,  and  the  balance  paid  by  the  party  from  whom  it  might  be  due. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam^  by  Thomas  Simpson  against 
Daniel  Caulkins,  master  of  the  ship  Sabrina,  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  breach  of  a  shipping  contract. 

Twelve  other  causes  were  instituted  on  the  same  facts  and 
for  the  same  cause  of  action,  by  Simpson's  fellow  sailors  in 
the  voyage  on  the  Sabrina,  and  were  consolidated  with  the 
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present.  The  cause  now  came  before  llie  Conrtfon  appeals 
taken  by  both  parties,  from  the  taxation  of  costs  by  the  cleric 

The  facts  on  which  the  appeal  was  based  are  sufficiently 
stated  in  the  opinion. 

Alansofh  Nash,  for  the  libellants* 

E.  C.  Benedict^  for  th^  respondent. 

Betts,  J.  On  January  15,  1848,  the  libel  of  Thomas 
Simpson  in  this  case,  was  sworn  to  by  the  libellant-  It  was 
filed  on  the  17th,  and  the  warrant  of  arrest  was  issued  thereon 
the  18th,  and  served  daring  January. 

Peter  Williams  filed  his  libel  on  the  18th  of  January,  and 
the  process  was  issued  the  same  day.  EJleven  others  of  the 
same  crew  attested  to  libels  on  the  17th,  and  the  same  were 
filed  the  19th  of  January. 

These  libellants  were  all  members  of  the  crew  of  the  ship 
Sabrina,  of  which  the  respondent  was  master.  They  all 
shipped  at  this  port,  sailed  out  together,  made  the  same  voy- 
age, and  returned  and  left  the  ship  at  the  same  time. 

On  the  18th  of  January,  by  written  consent  of  the  respon- 
dent's proctors,  the  thirteen  causes  were  consolidated,  and  on 
the  8th  of  February  an  answer  to  the  consolidated  actions 
was  filed. 

The  libel  in  the  case  of  Simpson  is  special,  and  sets  forth 
the  case  attempted  to  be  maintained  on  the  hearing.  The 
others  are  the  general  printed  forms,  claiming  wages,  as  upon 
an  ordinary  shipping  contract.  The  special  libel  will,  there- 
fore, be  regarded  as  being  the  one  which  has  been  adopted  by 
the  consolidation. 

The  libel  alleged  a  contract  for  a  voyage  fifom  Nevir  York 
to  St.  Johns,  and  thence  to  one  or  more  ports  in  Europe  and 
back  to  a  port  of  discharge  in  the  United  States ;  averring 
that  the  voyage  was  only  made  to  Nova  Scotia  and  then  di- 
rectly back  to  New  York,  where  the  libellants  were  discharged 
by  the  master,  without  their  consent  and  to  their  great  damp 
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age.  The  libel  charges  that  the  coirent  wages  for  the  voyage 
ran  were  higher  than  those  they  agreed  to  receive,  and 
they  were  retained  on  wages  only  two  months,  whilst  the 
voyage  contracted  for  was  one  of  eight  months,  whereby  a 
deceit  and  firand  was  practised  npon  them,  and  they  wq|e 
snbjected  to  great  loss  and  expenses.  Each  libellant%de- 
mands  $40  for  such  special  damages. 

The  answer  denies  the  contract  set  up  by  the  libellants,  and 
avers  that,  at  the  option  of  the  ship-owners,  they  shipped  for 
a  voya^  from  New  York  to  St.  Johns,  Nova  Scotia^  thence 
to  Pictou,  and  back  to  Ne-^  York;  or  from  St  Johns  to  one 
or  more  ports  in  Europe,  and  back  to  a  port  of  discbarge  in 
the  United  States,  and  signed  shipping  articles  therefor ;  that 
the  voyage  to  Nova  Scotia  and  back  only  was  performed ; 
and  that  the  ship  not  being  able  to  put  into  Pictou  because  of 
obstructions  of  the  harbor  by  ice,  returned  directly  from  St 
Johns  to  New  York.  It  also  alleges  a  tender  to  the  libellants, 
in  fuU  of  their  wages  for  the  voyage,  of  various  sums  amount- 
ing in  the  whole  to  $146.45. 

The  case  went  to  hearing  upon  these  pleadings*  Two 
issues  were  involved  in  it :  1.  Whether  the  tender  was  full  sat^ 
•isf action  of  the  wages  for  the  voyage  performed.^  2.  Whether 
the  contract  entered  into  was  actually  for  a  voyage  to  Europe, 
and  whether  the  respondent  violated  the  agreement,  to  the 
damage  of  the  libellants. 

The  decision  of  the  Court  npon  the  hearing  on  the  report 
of  the  commissioners,  was  in  favor  of  the  libellants  upon  the 
first  issue,  and  in  favor  of  the  respondent  on  the  other.  And  it 
was  decreed  that  the  libellants  recover  the  difference  between 
their  wages  reported  due,  and  the  sum  tenderedt  with  costs,  in- 
eluding  the  costs  of  the  reference  and  on  exceptions ;  and  that 
the  costs  of  litigating  the  claim  for  damages  for  not  perform- 
ing  the  alleged  voyage  to  Europe,  be  taxed  against  the  libel- 
huits;  and  that  the  respective  costs  thus  createdt  be  set  ofl^ 

VOL.  I.  46 


542  CASES  IN  ADMIRALTY. 

SimpsoD  V,  Caalkins. 

the  one  against  the  other,  the  balance,  if  any,  to  be  collected 
of  the  party  against  whom  it  might  be  found. 

Under  thb  decr^  the  libellants  made  up  and  claimed  costs 
in  the  suit  instituted  by  Simpson,  at  $70.87^,  at  which  sum 
^e  bill  was  taxed  ;  and  in  the  case  of  Peter  Williacas  alone, 
to  Hie  sum  of  $148.75,  and  in  the  other  eleven  causes  subse- 
quently united  by  consolidation  with  the  two  others,  to  about 
the  sum  of  (23  each.  These  eleven  bills  the  derk  refused 
to  tax.  From  th/it  decision  the  libellants  appeal;  and  the 
respondent  appe^s  from  the  taxations  made  of  the  q^her  two 
bills,  both  in  respect  to  the  itenil  admitted  therein,  and  upon 
the  principle  that  only  one  bill  could  be  made  up  and  referred. 

The  respondent  presents,  also,  thirteen  distinct  bills  of  costs, 
and  claims  to  have  taxed  in  his  favor  $11  in  eleven  of  them, 
$14.50  in  one,  and  $143.30  in  another.  The  clerk  taxed 
one  bill  at  $14.50,  one  at  $97.43,  and  refused  to  tax  the  other 
eleven  bills.  From  these  taxations  both  parties,  ako,  ap- 
pealed. 

Two  general  questions  arise  under  these  appeals : — 

First — Can  either  party  legally  claim  more  than  a  single 
bill  of  costs  in  the  causes  ? 

Second, — What  rule  of  distribution  is  to  be  observed  in- 
allotting  the  successful  parties  their  proper  portion  of  costs 
created  in  the  progress  of  the  litigation  ? 

1.  If  it  may  be  supposed  that  thirteen  distinct  suits  might 
in  these  cases  have  been  cairied  through  to  final  decrees,  each 
carrying  full  costs,  unless  the  Court  or  parties  interposed  to 
unite  them,  it  would  still  be  a  question  always  open  to  in- 
quiry, at  ^at  time  any  particular  one  of  the  number  was 
commenced,  qnd  must  be  deemed  in  prosecution ;  because 
where  a  particular  service  enures  to  the  common  benefit  of 
other  pcurties,  compensation  therefor  may  be  allotted  to  the 
one  first  performing  it,  at  his  instance,  because  of  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  fond  to  satisfy  his  entire  demand)  or  upon  the 
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equity  of  the  party  condemned  in  costs,  not  to '  be  burdened 
with  a  repetition  of  payments  for  a  single  service. 

At  common  law  an  action  is  deemed  commenced  on  the 
isBuing  of  the  capias.  5  Cow.  514.  The  Revised  Statutes  of 
New  York,  however,  require  the  actual  airest  of  the  defend- 
ant on  it,  or  that  the  capias  be  issued  in  good  faith  with  in- 
tent to  arrest  him.    2  Rev,  Stats.  299,  §  38. 

In  Admiralty,  causes  are  initiated  by  arrest  of  the  thing, 
(2  Leol  Jenkins^  775 ;  1  Hogg.  Adm.  K  124,)  or  of  the  per- 
son (HaWs  Adm,  Pr^  tit  1,)  proceeded  against 

At  the  time  these  thirteen  cases  were  consolidated,  no  more 
than  two  suits  had  been  instituted.  The  filing  of  libels  the 
day  subsequent  to  the  consolidation,  could  not  confer  on  them 
the  character  of  pending  actions,  before  process  was  served  or 
even  awarded  by  the  Court.  ^ 

The  two  cases  of  Simpson  and  Williams  must,  under  the 
proceedings  as  placed  before  the  Court,  be  regarded  as  in 
prosecution,  separately  and  rightfully,  up  to  the  stipulation  to 
consolidate  them.  No  doubt  the  Court  might  be  compelled, 
under  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  23, 1813,  (3  U.  S.  Stats.  19,) 
to  deny  several  costs,  if  there  was  evidence  that  the  actions 
had  been  unnecessarily  multiplied ;  but  as  the  libellants  had 
no  authority  to  unite  in  a  common  cause,  it  will  not  be  pre- 
sumed that  any  improper  motive  led  to  the  commencement  of 
suits  by  e^h,  especially  as  the  respondent  might  have  de- 
fences to  them  severally,  distinct  and  independent  of  each 
other. 

Although  the  causes  might  not  be  of  a  character  to  admit 
a  direct  consolidation,  yet  on  a  proper  application,  the  Court 
would  always  apply  the  relief  familiar  to  the  English  courts 
and  our  own,  prior  to  any  statutory  regulations  on  the  sub- 
ject, and  by  order,  compel  the  stay  of  all  the  causes  but  one, 
and  that  the  residue  abide  the  award  of  the  contestation  of 
that  Coleman's  Cos.  62 ;  1  Johns.  Cos.  28 ;  Tid(Ps  Pr.  646. 
Only  the  taxable  costs  incurred  up  to  the  period  of  such  order 


5*4  CASES  IN  ADMIRALTY. 


Simpson  v.  Caalkins. 


would  be  allowable,  with,  perhaps,  the  addition  of  such  as 
might  become  necessaiy  subsequently  to  secure  the  parties 
the  benefit  of  the  rule  of  consolidation. 

Accordingly  the  costs  of  the  two  separate  libellants,  and  of 
the  respondent  in  those  two  actions,  should  be  taxed  up  to  the 
18th  of  January,  the  time  of  the  consolidation.  After  that 
period,  only  one  suit  is  to  be  recognized,  and  a  single  bill  of 
costs  to  be  allowed  to  either  party  as  against  the  opposite  one. 

2.  The  rule  of  costs  prescribed  to  the  State  courts  by  the 
Revised  Statutes,  in  case  of  variant  judgments  upon  multife- 
rious  issues  in  the  same  case,  is  recommended,  both  by  its 
high  authority  and  the  reasonableness  of  its  provisions,  and 
was  adopted  by  both  as  proper  to  be  applied  in  the  allowance 
of  costs  to  their  respective  parties  :  that  is,  that  the  one  who 
succ^pds  on  the  essential  merits  in  the  .case  shall  obtain  full 
costs,  although  he  fails  on  incidental  branches  of  it  2  Rev, 
Stats,  511,  ^  17--21.  The  Courts  have  interpreted  and  applied 
those  provisions  in  various  instances,  so  as  to  secure  costs 
to  a  party  who  prevails  upon  a  distinct  and  material  cause 
of  action  in  a  suit,  although  judgment  on  the  whole  cause  may 
be  in  favor  of  his  opponent.  No  limitation  is  made  to  special 
forms  of  action.  It  has  effect  in  actions  of  ejectment,  re- 
plevin, tort,  contracts,  dower,  &c.  12  WetuL  285 ;  19  lb.  626 ; 
20  lb.  666  ;  1  Hilly  359 ;  6  lb.  265,  267,  268 ;  1  Demo^  661 ; 
2  lb.  188.  Similar  principles  govern  the  practice  of  other 
State  courts.  Meacham  v.  Jones,  10  N.  Hamp.  126 ;  Nichols 
V.  Hays,  13  Corm.  155.  The  purport  of  the  decision  denotes 
that  in  these  duplicated  allowances  of  costs,  each  party  taxes 
full  costs,  throwing  out  only  those  items  pcdpably  appertain- 
ing to  the  bill  of  his  adversary. 

In  the  United  States  Courts,  costs  are  not  matters  posi- 
tively appointed  by  law,  but  are  allowed  in  the  exercise  of  a 
sound  discretion  by  the  Courts,  conformably  to  the  usages  gov- 
erning their  proceedings.  Canter  t^.  The  American  and  Ocean 
Insurance  Companies,  3  PeU  319 ;  The  United  States  v.  The 
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Brig  Mabel,  2  How.  237.  The  statutory  directions  under 
which  the  State  courts  act,  accordingly  impart  no  higher 
authority  to  regulate  the  subject,  than  is  possessed  by  the 
United  States'  tribunals  under  their  general  powers.  The 
difference  is  only  that  in  the  one  case  the  rule  is  stringent 
and  imperative,  and  in  the  other  obtains  and  is  enforced  only 
because  of  its  reasonableness  and  adaptation  to  the  rights  of 
the  parties,  in  so  far  as  these  objects  may  be  subserved  by 
means  of  costs. 

In  these  cases  it  is  accordingly  ordered,  that  the  libellants 
and  respondent  have  taxed  in  their  respective  bills,  the  proper 
taxable  items,  both  in  the  suits  by  Simpson  and  that  by  Wil- 
liams, up  to  the  time  of  the  consolidation  ;  and  that  thereaf- 
ter only  one  bill  of  costs  be  taxed  in  favor  of  the  libellants 
and  one  tq  the  respondent,  each  party  being  allowed  full  costs, 
with  the  exception  of  those  particulars  shown  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  taxing  ojBSicer  to  belong  with  the  items  allowable 
to  the  opposite  party.' 

Order  accordingly. 


>  The  act  of  Congress  of  February  26, 1858,  (10  U.  S.  Stats.  161,)  ap- 
pointed specific  costs  to  tlie  oflicers  of  Courts,  in  causes  of  admiralty  and  mari- 
time jurisdiction.  The  items  of  allowance  are  no  longer  left  to  the  discretion 
of  the  Courts,  and  that  subject  of  litigation  has  ceased  to  pervade  the  discussion 
and  decision  of  causes ;  still  the  leading  principles  controlling  the  disposition 
of  those  costs  between  litigant  parties,  have  application  and  force  under  the 
existing  law,  and  it  wi^s,  therefore,  thought  proper  to  report  the  above  case  as 
one  still  possessing  general  interest. 
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Miner  v.  Habbbck. 

Where  a  United  States  consul  in  a  foreig^n  port  discbarges  a  seaman  withont  pay- 
ment of  three  months'  wages,  (nnder  5  D.  S.  Stats.  395,  ^  I,)  the  discharge  will 
not  avail  the  owner  as  a  defence  to  a  suit  for  the  two  months'  wages,  which  hy 
the  provisions  of  the  act  accme  to  the  seaman,  nnleas  the  consal  makes  an  offi- 
cial entry  of  his  act  both  upon  the  list  of  the  crew  and  upon  the  shipping  arti- 
cles. 

These  entries  must  be  made  by  die  consul  personally. 

This  was  a  libel  m  personam  by  Lewis  IMliiierY  against  Wil- 
liam H.  Harbeck  to  recover  wages  as  seaman. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  o^Hnion  of  ih^  Court 

Betts,  J.  The  libellant  shipped  at  this  port  on  July  8, 
1848,  on  board  the  brig  Susan,  on  a  voyage  to  the  south  of 
Europe,  thence  to  one  or  mcnre  ports  in  South  America,  and 
thence  to  such  other  ports  or  places  as  the  master  might 
direct,  for  a  term  not  exceeding  twelve  calendar  months. 
The  ship  went  to  Lisbon,  and  thence  to  Bio  Janeiro,  when 
the  captain  chartered  her  to  the  coast  of  AMca,  and  back  to 
Bio  Janeiro. 

On  December  21,  1848,  the  libellant  (with  others  of  the 
crew)  was  there  discharged  at  his  own  request  and  by  con- 
sent of  the  master,  and  his  wages  were  paid  him  in  full  to 
tbat  day ;  and  the  same  day  he  shipped  on  boarc^  the  bark 
Elvira  Harbeck,  owned  by  the  same  persons,  for  the  United 
States. 

There  is  no  ground  of  claim  in  the  case  other  than  for  three 
months'  wages  because  of  the  discharge  at  Bio  Janeiro.  The 
libellant  left  the  brig  from  choice,  and  the  respondent  had  no 
agency  in  his  discharge  other  than  the  assent  of  the  master  to 
it.  It  was  not  procured  or  suggested  by  him.  The  libellant 
can  maintain  no  claim  for  wages  to  the  time  of  his  return  to 
the  United  States,  because  his  term  of  service  had  not  then 
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expired,  and  be  would  have  been  bound  to  offer  to  remain 
with  the  brig  to  the  end  of  twelve  months.  The  equity  of 
his  claim,  therefore,  clearly  rests  on  the  effect  of  xhia  discharge 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

By  section  3  of  the  act  of  February  28, 1803,  (2  U.  &  Stats. 
203,)  the  discharge  of  a  seaman  abroad  by  his  own  consent, 
scibjeets  the  master  to  the  payment  of  three  months'  wages, 
two  of  which  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  seaman  himself. 
The  act  of  July  20, 1840,  (5  U.  &  Stats.  395,  §  6,)  so  far  varied 
this  regulation  as  to  authorize  a  discharge,  on  mutual  consent 
of  the  master  and  mariner,  by  a  consul  abroad,  without  pay- 
ment of  the  three  months'  wages,  if  the  consul  thinks  it  expe- 
dient not  to  require  such  payment. 

But  the  discharge  is  of  no  efficacy  unless  the  consul  makes 
an  official  entry  thereof  upon  the  list  of  the  crew  and  the  ship- 
ping articles.    5  Z7.  iS.  Stats.  395,  §  7. 

This  formality  was  not  observed  in  the  present  case;  The 
master  testifies  that  the  discharge  was  authorized  and  made 
by  the  consul,  but  only  one  certificate,  that  to  the  crew  list, 
was  given,  and  that  was  executed  by  a  deputy,  and  not  by 
t^e  consul  personally.^ 

This  is  not  a  compliance  with  the  conditions  of  the  statute, 
and,  therefore,  cannot  avail  the  owner  as  a  legal  defence  to  the 
action.  The  defect  is  merely  technical,  for  the  proof  is  uncon- 
tradicted that  the  consul  acted  personally  in  the  matter,  that 
the  libellant  desired  his  discharge  and  accepted  his  pay,  and 
thai  the  consul  fully  approved  the  arrangement. 

Stiii,  under  the  circumstances,  the  libellant  is  in  law  enti- 
tled to  recover  the  two  months'  "^ages  demanded,  the  allot- 
ment of  them  to  seamen  on  such  dischaiges  not  being  spe- 


1  On  the  effect  of  a  formal  and  valid  consular  discharge  as  a  protection  to 
the  masted  and  owners,  see  Lamb  v,  Briard,  ante,  367;  Tingle  v.  Tucker, 
ante,  5\9,  For  other  defects  in  the  form  of  a  consular  certificate,  see  The 
Atlantic,  ante,  451. 
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dally  for  their  benefit,  but  in  furtherance  of  the  national  policy 
of  deterring  masters  of  vessels  from  leaving  seamen  abroad. 
He  is,  however,  equitably  bound  to  account  for  his  earnings 
on  board  the  Elvira  Harbeck,  and  if  they  equal  the  $36  pay- 
able at  Rio  Janeiro,  they  will  extinguish  his  demand,  and 
must  be  applied  to  its  satisfaction.  He  may  accordingly,  at 
his  option,  have  a  reference  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  wages 
paid  him  by  the  latter  vessel,  and  if  it  was  less  than  $36,  take 
a  decree  against  the  respondent  for  the  balance. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Sprague  v.  West. 

The  owner  of  the  vessel  takes  the  risk  of  working  weadier  dnring  the  time  required 
for  the  unlading  of  the  cargo. 

The  consignee  takes  the  risk  of  roads  and  means  of  transportation  from  the  dock ; 
and  is  bound  to  take  the  cargo  as  delivered  to  him  at  the  vessel's  side,  and  to  re- 
move it  as  fast  as  the  vessel  can  be  reasonably  discharged. 

It  seems  that  the  consignee  cannot  be  made  liable  for  demurrage  where  there  is  in  the 
charter-party  or  bill  of  lading  no  express  agreement  or  stipulation  in  respect  to 
it,  or  in  respect  to  lay  days. 

The  Jreighter  is  liable  to  the  vessel  for  any  unnecessary  detention  in  loading  or  un- 
loading, although  no  express  contract  is  made  on  the  subject;  and  compensation 
for  such  detention  may  be  recovered  under  the  name  of  demurrage. 

Upon  what  principles  demurrage  for  the  unnecessary  detention  of  a  vessel  while 
unloading,  should  be  computed. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam  by  James  Sprague  and  others, 
owners  of  the  schooner  John  R.  Watson,  against  J.  Selby 
West,  to  recover  damages  for  the  detention  of  a  vessel 

The  libel  in  the  cause  was  as  follows : — 
'^  To  the  Honorable  Samuel  R.  Betts,  &c. 

^'  The  libel  of  James  Sprague,  Charles  Keen,  David  Crowell, 
and  Daniel  Butler,  owners  of  the  schooner  John  R.  Watson, 
against  J.  Selby  West,  of  said  district,  coal  dealer,  in  a  cause 
of  contract,  civil  and  maritime,  alleges  as  follows : — 
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^  First, — That  in  the  month  of  December  last,  the  said 
schooner  lying  at  Philadelphia  and  destined  on  a  voyage  to 
New  York,  Richard  Jones  &  Co.  shipped  on  board  the  said 
schooner  one  hundred  and  ninety-four  tons  of  coal,  or  there-* 
abouts,  to  be  therein  carried  from  Philadelphia  to  New  York, 
and  there  delivered  in  like  good  order  and  condition,  (the  dan* 
gers  of  t^e  sea  only  excepted,)  to  J.  Selby  West,  or  his  assigns, 
to  whom  the  same  belonged,  he  or  they  paying  freight*  for  the 
same,  at  the  rate  of  ninety  cents  per  ton ;  and  accordingly, 
the  master  of  said  schooner  at  Philadelphia,  on  the  fifteenth 
day  of  December  last,  signed  the  usual  bill  of  lading,  a  copy 
of  which  is  hereto  annexed. 

^Second. — That  shortly  afterwards  the  saiolR^hooner  set 
sail  from  Philadelphia  to  New  York  with  the  said  coal  on 
board,  and  there  safely  arrived  on  or  about  the  nineteenth 
day  of  December ;  and  on  the  next  day  James  Sprague,  the 
master  of  said  vessel,  caused  a  written  notice  to  be  served 
upon  J.  Selby  West,  the  consignee  and  owner  of  the  coal, 
as  follows : — 

*  New  York,  December  20,  1848. 

^  Sir  :  You  will  please  take  notice,  that  the  schooner  John 
R.  Watson',  under  my  command,  and  loaded  with  coal  con- 
signed to  you,  was  ready  to  discharge  cargo  this  morning,  of 
which  fact  you  have  been  duly  notified.  And  you  will  fur- 
ther take  notice,  that  demurrage  will  be  demanded  for  every 
day  she  is  detained.  Yours,  &;c.  James  Spraoi^e. 

'  To  J.  Selby  West,  Esq.' 

"  T^ird. — That  the  said  West  accepted  the  said  cargo,  and 
commenced  to  receive  the  said  coal,  but  refused  to  take  it 
save  in  very  small  quantities  and  at  irregular  times,  capri- 
ciously and  vexatiously ;  and  when  u!rged  and  requested  to 
take  the  same  more  expeditiously,  replied,  that  he  would  take 
it  when  it  suited  him,  and  no  faster,  and  would  keep  the 
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schooner  as  long  as  he  wanted  to,  for  the  captain  could  not 
help  himself;  and  in  accordance  with  such  threat,  he  detained 
the  said  schooner  until  the  fourth  day  of  January,  instant,  on 
which  day  fifty  tons  of  coal  were  still  on  board  and  were 
taken  out  by  him  and  his  agents,  and  the  schooner  completely 
discharged. 

^^  Fourth. — That  during  the  whole  time  the  said  schooner 
was  so«  detained,  she  was  obliged  to  lie  at  the  foot  of  Forty- 
second  street,  in  the  North  Blver,  that  being  the  place  desig* 
nated  by  the  bill  of  lading,  in  danger  of  being  frozen  up  and 
compelled  to  winter  here ;  and  her  whole  crew  were  detained 
at  the  expense  of  the  vessel,  and  two  extra  men  and  a  horse 
Were  kept  distantly  waiting  on  t%  dock  during  very  severe 
and  cold  weather,  ready  to  deliver  the  coal  whenever  the  said 
West  should  take  it  away.  And  the  said  West  was  often 
notified  by  the  master  of  the  said  schooner  that  said  master 
was  constantly  ready  to  deliver  said  coal,  and  that  the  ex- 
pense and  damage  of  such  detention  would  be  demanded  of 
him. 

^^Jpyth, — That  the  usual  and  sufficient  time  to  discharge 
such  a  cargo  of  coal  is  four  days,  and  these  libellants  claim  to 
be  entitled  to  have  of  the  said  West  the  damages  sustained 
by  them  by  reason  of  the  unjust  detention  of  said  vessel  be- 
yond that  time,  which  they  allege  amounts  to  the  sum  of  two 
hundred  and  thirty-one  dollars  and  upwards. 

^'  Sixth, — That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true,  and 
within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  Uni&d 
States,  and  of  this  honorable  Court 

((  Wherefore  these  libellants  pray  that  a  warrant  of  arrest  in 
due  form  of  law,  according  to  the  cotuse  of  this  honorable 
Court,  in  admiralty  and  maritime  cases,  may  issue  against 
the  said  J.  Selby  West,  and  that  he  may  be  compelled  to 
answer  upon  oath  all  and  singular  the  matters  aforesaid,  and 
that  this  honorable  Court  would  be  pleased  to  decree  the  pay- 
ment  of  the  damages  aforesaid,  vdth  costs,  and  th^t  he  may 
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have  such  other  r^ef  as  in  law  and  justice  he  may  be  entitled 
to  recover.  %■  James  Spraoue." 

On  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  it  appeared  on  behalf  of  the 
libellants,  that  the  John  R.  Watson  took  in  at  Philadelphia  a 
cargo  of  coal  belonging  to  respondent  and  consigned  to  him 
at  New  York.  There  was  no  stipulation  in  the  bill  of  lading 
(which  was  in  the  usual  form)  relative  to  demurrage,  deten- 
tion, or  lay  days.  The  vessel  arrived  at  New  York,  and  on 
December  20, 1848,  as  stated  in  the  libel,  and  again  on  the 
21st,  the  respondent  was  notified  in  writing  that  she  was 
ready  to  discharge.  Three  working  days  were  enough  to 
discharge  the  cargo,  and  the  master  and  crew  were  at  all 
times  ready,  but  the  vessel  was  not  in  fact  discharged  till 
Janiaary  4, 1849 ;  for  the  reason  that  the»respondent  did  not 
send  carts  enough  to  remove  the  coal  as  fast  as  it  could  be 
discharged. 

The  respondent  denied  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court;  denied 
his  liability  for  demurrage  in  the  absence  of  an  express  con- 
tract ;  and  justified  his  delay  in  receiving  the  cargo,  on  the 
ground  of  bad  weather^  bad  streets,  and  the  distance  of  the 
place  where  the  vessel  lay  fi'om  his  coal  yard. 

Other  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

E.  C.  Benedict^  for  the  libellant. 

EL  Brewster^  for  the  respondent. 

Atts,  J.  A  cargo  of  one  hundred  and  ninety-four  tons  of 
coal,  belonging  to  the  defendant,  was  shipped  at  Philadelphia 
on  board  the  libellant's  vessel.  The  master  signed  a  bill  of 
lading  to  deliver  the  same  to  the  respondent  at  Forty-second 
street,  New  York,  for  ninety  cents  per  ton,  freight. 

The  vessel  arrived  at  the  place  designated  on  the  19th  of 
December  last,  and  the  respondent,  not  being  able  to  receive 
the  coal  at  that  place,  ordered  the  master  to  moor  at  Twenty- 
ninth  street  and  unload  there.     The  vessel  took  her  berth  at 
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that  place  the  same  day,  and  the  next  morning  was  ready  to 
commence  discharging,  of  which ^  verbal  notice,  and  after* 
waids  a  written  one,  was  given  the  respondent,  with  further 
notice  that  demurrage  would  be  claimed  of  him  for  any  un- 
necessary detention  of  the  vessel  The  written  notice  was 
sent  the  21st.  The  respondent  failed  supplying  the  caiti 
necessary  to  remove  the  coal,  and  the  vessel  was  not  fhUy 
discharged  of  her  cargo  until  the  4th  of  January  following. 

Although  the  weather  was  at  times  stormy  and  the  roods 
bad^  yet,  on  the  proofs,  neither  of  these  circumstances  pre- 
vented unlading  the  vessel  and  removing  the  cargo  at  once; 
and  it  is  well  established  by  the  proo£9,  that  with  ordinary 
diligence  the  cargo  could  have  been  delivered  in  three  days* 
The  libel  alleges  that  four  days  was  amply  sufficient. 

The  libellants  imdoubtedly  took  the  hazard  of  woAiiig 
weather.  The  evidence  to  that  point  is  satisfactcnry,  tbat  coal 
was  constantly  unladen  and  carted  from  North  Biver  Piers 
during  those  days;  and  a  vessel  of  the  burden  of  this  one, 
coming  to  her  dock  the  same  day,  and  having  one  hundred 
and  fifty  tons  on  board)  was  completely  discharged  axid  sailed 
again  within  three  days.  The  state  of  the  weather,  thexefoeSy 
did  not  prevent  the  work  being  done. 

The  respondent  was  bound  to  take  tiie  risk  of  roads  and 
means  of  transportation  from  the  doek.  He  was  to  take  the 
coal  as  delivered  him  at  the  vessel's  side,  and  to  supply  means 
of  removing  it  as  fast  as  the  vessel  cotfjd  bef%easonably  dis- 
charged. This  is  the  general  rule  of  maritime  law,  f^be 
Grafton,^  {M8&)  November,  1844,)  and  the  evidence  in  the 
present  case  shows  it  the  established  custom  of  the  coal  trade 
at  thi3  port 

The  respondent  had  then  the  20th,  21st,  22d,  and  28d  days 


1  Since  reported,  Olcottf  43.    This  case  was  afterwards  aftrmed  on  appeal 
to  the  CiFcuit  CouFt. 
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of  December,  when  the  weather  was  snitable  and  the  vessel 
in  readiness  to  discbarge,  which  could  have  afforded  him  time 
to  take  away  the  whole  cargo.  But,  giving  him  four  full  days, 
including  the  21st,  and  deducting  Sunday,  the  24th,  and 
Christmas,  the  vessel  should  have  been  discharged  the  26th, 
and  her  detention  beyond  that  period  was  unnecessary,  and 
caused  by  the  fault  and  delinquency  of  the  respondent 

The  position  is  taken  by  the  respondent,  in  objection  to  the 
daim  of  demurrage,  that  it  is  only  recoverable  on  an  express 
stipulation  to  pay  it^  and  that  the  bill  of  lading  being  an  ordi- 
nary one  in  this  case,  the  libellants  have  no  remedy  against 
the  consignees,  beyond  the  freight  stipulated  to  be  paid. 

It  is  not  to  be  denied,  that  the  practice  would  be  more  pru- 
dent, and  liable  to  cause  less  disturbance  to  navigation  and 
trade,  if  the  parties,  as  suggested  in«some  of  tiie  English 
cases,  would  note  in  the  bill  of  lading  or  charter-party,  the 
time  allowed  for  lading  or  unlading  the  vessel  at  her  ports 
of  affreightment  or  discharge,  and  also  the  consequences 
of  overrunning  that  period*  And  probably,  upon  the  more 
modem  authorities,  {Abbott  on  Shipp.  304 ;  3  Johfu.  342,)  a 
cons^^e  cannot  be  made  liable  on  an  implied  obligation  for 
demurrage,  no  express  agreement  or  stipulation  being  mads 
in  the  charter-party  or  bill  of  lading,  in  respect  to  it  or  to  lay 
days.  But  the  doctrine  is  different  in  regard  to  xne  freiglUer. 
He  is  held  liable  to  the  vessel  for  any  unnecessary  detention 
in  loading  or  unloading,  although  no  express  contract  is  made 
on  the  subject.  SbU  on  Shipp.  Pt  S,  c.  1,  §  25.  To  the  same 
effect  are  the  ancient  ordinances^  and  tUe  roles  of  oth»  man* 
time  countries.  1  Vaiim^  649,  650,  And  the  BngUsh  courtsi 
though  hesitating  somewhat  at  terming  the  compensation 
dknmrrage^  hold  that  the  ^eighter  or  consignee  who  improp* 
cily  detains  a  vessel,  is  liable  to  a  special  action  on  the  case 
for  the  damage  resulting  from  such  detention.  9  Carr,  Sp  P. 
709.  Courts  of  Admiralty  act  upon  the  rights  arising  out  of 
VOL.  I.  47 
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maritime  transactions,  without  regard  to  modes  or  names  of 
actions,  and  independent  of  ail  points  of  form.  The  suggestion 
that  demurrage  can  be  claimed  upon  the  footing  of  express 
contract  alone,  is  undoubtedly  giving  too  narrow  an  effect  to 
the  term.  Every  improper  detention  of  a  vessel  may  be  con- 
sidered a  demurrage,  and  compensatioD  in  that  name  be 
obtained  for  it.  2  Hoffg.  Adm.  JR.  317 ;  9  WhetU.  362 ;  6  JK  Y. 
Leg.  Obs.  303.  Demurrage  is  only  an  extended  freight  or 
reward  to  the  vessel  in  compensation  of  the  earnings  she  is 
improperly  caused  to  lose.    HoU  an  Shipp.  Pt.  3,  c.  1. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  over  sea  freights  and  demur* 
rage  resulting  from  such  voyages,  it  appears  to  me,  is  indispu- 
table, and  the  branch  of  the  defence  resting  on  exceptions  to 
the  jurisdiction  is  overruled. 

I  shall  accordingly  decree  against  the  respondent  as  owner 
of  the  cargo,  damages  by  way  of  demurrage  for  the  unneces- 
sary detention  of  the  vessel  from  the  26th  of  December  to  the 
4th  of  January. 

Various  methods  of  computing*  these  damages  are  referred 
to  and  adopted  by  the  Courts.  The  Anna  Catherina,  6  Bob. 
10;  Holt  on  Shipp.  338,  §  28;  Abbott  on  Shipp.  304;  6  M  Y. 
Leg.  Obs.  303.^  The  usual  earnings  of  the  vessel  in  her  regu- 
lar course  of  employ,  -is,  perhaps,  a  method  not  less  entitled 
to  adoption  Tnan  others  frequently  approved  and  acted  upon. 
It  is  in  proof  that  upon  average  voyages  of  from  fifteen  to 
eighteen  days,  this  vessel  was  earning  at  that  period  about  $10 
per  day.  No  doubt  that  is  a  low  valuation  of  her  worth  to  the 
owners,  but  it  may  hh  as  safe  a  criterion  to  guide  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  in  estimating  the  loss  they  incurred  by 
being  deprived  of  her  services  that  period,  as  the  opinion  of 
witnesses  to  her  charter-value  in  herself  by  the  month  or  day. 
It  belongs  to  the  libellants  to  give  satisfactory  proof  to  thiB 


1  See  abo  ihe  case  of  The  Rhode  Iiiand,  orUe,  100,  and  106,  note  1. 
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point,  and  to  supply  a  method  of  compntation  by  which  the 
Court  can  ascertain  the  damages  with  reasonable  precision. 

Assuming  that  as  the  basis  of  computation,  the  detention  of 
the  vessel  would  deprive  her  of  earning,  as  she  was  then  fitted 
out,  manned,  and  provisioned,  from  ten  to  twelve  dollars  per 
4^y.  I  shall  allow  for  the  nine  days'  detention  one  hundred 
dollars.  Decree  accordinglp. 


Cure  v.  Bullus. 

The  practice  of  Coorts  of  Admiralty  does  not  admit  of  a  surrender  of  the  principal 

in  exoneration  of  bail. 
In  order  to  be  discharged  from  a  bail  bond  or  stipulation  given  in  Admiralty,  the 

party  must  establish  fraud,  deceit,  duress,  illegality  of  consideration,  or  other 

matter  such  as  at  law  or  in  equity  would  avoid  a  common  money  bond,  or  would 

entitle  a  party  to  be  relieved  from  it. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam  by  Peter  Cure,  assignee  of 
Benson  F.  Town,  libellant,  against  William  A.  Bullus,  tO| 
recover  for  supplies' furnished  by  libellant's  assignor  to  a  ves* 
sel  owned  by  respondent. 

The  defendant  was  arrested  in  the  cause  on  a  warrant 
against  his  person,  pursuant  to  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme 
Court  applicable  to  cases  of  like  description,  and  one  Fam- 
ham,  a  resident  of  the  village  of  Newburgh,  became  fidei 
Jussory  or  stipulator,  for  the  respondent. 

Application  was  now  mad«  to  relieve  the  stipulator  from 
his  undertaking. 

The  condition  of  the  undertaking  was,  that  ^<  if  the  respon- 
dent should  personally  appear  before  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  on  the 
11th  day  of  September  instant,  at  the  City  Hall  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  to  answer  the  said  libel,  and  abide  by  all 
orders  of  the  Court,  interlocutory  or  final,  and  pay  .the  money 
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awarded  by  the  final  decree  in  the  suit,"  then  the  undertaking 
shonld  be  void. 

It  appeared  by  affidavits  read  on  behalf  of  the  stipnlator, 
that  the  respondent  was  arrested  at  Newburgh  by  one  Brown, 
a  deputy  marshal,  who,  at  the  time  of  the  arrest,  represented 
that  the  undertaking  was  merely  for  the  appearance  of  the 
respondent  at  Court,  and  that  the  respondent  had  twelve  days 
to  appear ;  that  the  stipulator  was  thereby  deceived  and  in* 
duced  to  sign  the  undertaking,  which  he  would  not  have  done 
^had  he  been  aware  of  his  true  position  under  it;  that  the 
respondent,  his  principal,  was  entirely  insolvent  and  unable 
to  respond  to  the  stipulator  in  case  he  was  rendered  liable 
on  this  undertaking ;  and  that  Proudfit,  an  attorney,  resident 
in  Newburgh,  and  who  was  consulted  by  the  stipulator  at 
the  time  of  signing  the  undertaking,  told  him  that  the  mar- 
shal was  correct  in  his  representations  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
bond. 

^  It  appeared  by  affidavits  read  in  opposition  to  the  motion, 
that  no  instructions  had  been  given  to  the  deputy  marshal  by 
^the  libellant  or  his  proctor  to  make  any  such  representations; 
that  Proudfit,  the  attorney  consulted  by* the  stipulator,  had 
been  present  when  the  latter  executed  the  bond,  and  had  ad- 
vised him  in  respect  to  the  matter ;  and  that  Proudfit  and  the 
stipulator  had  both  (rf  them  read  over  the  bond  before  the  exe- 
cution of  it 

The  stipulator  offered  to  surrender  his  principal. 

There  were  two  other  bonds  given  under  like  drcumstances 
in  two  other  causes ;  in  respoet  to  which  Uke  motions  wece 
also  made ;  all  being  heard  as  one. 

E^  C  Benedict  contended,  that  the  Court  under  its  general 
equitable  powers,  had  the  right  to  relieve  the  bail  from  his 
undertaking  in  a  case  like  this,  where  it  was  evident  tiiat  there 
had  been,  to  say  the  least,  a  mistake  of  his  liability. 

D.  McMahon^  opposed. 

L  The  undertaking  of  the  bail  in  Admiralty  is  in  the 
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nature  of  a  stipulation  for  the  debt,  and  he  becomes  thereby 
a  fidei  jussor  for  the  principal.  Neither  the  surrender  of  the 
principal,  nor  even  the  death  of  the  party,  can  discharge 
the  bail.  2  Brown€?s  Civ.  8f  Adm.  L.  412 ;  Hairs  Adm.  Pr. 
25,  note. 

IL  The  representations  of  the  deputy  marshal  were  not 
directed  to  be  made  by  the  libellants,  and  they  were  nothing 
more  than  the  representations  of  a  third  party.    The  libellants,^ 
consequently,  are*  not  bound  by  them. 

III.  It  appears  that  the  stipulator  read  the  conditions  of 
the  bond,  which  were  plain  and  easy  to  be  understood.  He 
cannot  complain  of  a  mistake  which  has  happened  through 
his  own  carelessness. 

Bbtts,  J.  The  defendant  moves  that  three  bail  bonds,  en- 
tered into  by  him  and  one  Farnham  to  the  marshal  of  this 
district,  be  vacated,  or  that  the  bail  be  relieved  therefrom  on 
the  surrender  of  the  respondent  to  be  committed  in  the  re- 
spective suits. 

The  respondent  was  arrested  on  the  10th  day  of  Septem- 
ber last,  at  Newburgh,  upon  three  warrants  in  personam^ 
returnable  in  this  Court  on  the  11th  of  September,  and  on  the 
same  day  gave  the  bonds  in  question  to  the  marshal. 

The  condition  of  each  bond  is  made  conformable  to  Rule  3 
of  the  Supreme  Court ;  and  is,  that  the  respondent,  Bullus, 
'^  shall  personally  appear  before  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  on  the 
11th  day  of  September  instant,  at  the  City  Hall  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  to  answer  the  said  libel,  (the  filing  of  which  is 
previously  stated,  together  with  the  cause  of  action,)  and 
abide  by  all  orders  of  the  Court,  interlocutory  or  final,  a/nd  pay 
the  money  awarded  by  the  final  decree  of  the  said  Court,"  &c 
•  The  bonds  were  duly  signed  and  sealed  by  the  respondent 
and  his  bail,  and  thereupon  he  was  discharged  from  arrest  in 
the  three  suits.     The  bonds,  (except  names  of  parties,  dates, 
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and  the  snms  of  money  in  demand,  ((52.97  in  one,  $246.69  in 
^  «one,  and  $49.50  in  the  other,  with  designation  of  the  particu* 
lar  cause  of  action  in  the  respective  snits,)  are  in  print* 

The  respondent,  by  his  own  affidavit,  sets  up  in  avoidance 
of  the  bonds,  that  he  inquired  of  the  deputy  marshal  who 
served  the  warrants^  what  the  effect  and  obligation  of  the 
undertaking  was,  and  the  officer  informed  him  and  his  bail 
^  that  it  was  nothing  more  than  to  secure  the  personal  appear- 
ance of  the  respondent,  who  had  twelve  days  aft^  the  re- 
turn day  of  the  process  to  come  into  Ck>urt  and  perfect  his 
appearance  in  the  cause.  The  bail  swears  to  the  same  state- 
ment of  facts,  and  asserts  that  he  subscribed  the  bonds  in 
reliance  upon  those  representations,  and  he  would  not  have 
undertaken  for  the  debts. 

A  lawyer  in  the  village  pf  Newburgh  was  consulted  by  the 
principal  and  bail  before  the  bonds  were  executed,  who  says 
he  questioned  the  deputy  marshal,  and  was  informed  by  him 
that  the  respondent  had  twelve  days  after  the  return  day  of 
the  process  within  which  to  enter  his  appearance,  before  judg- 
ment would  be  entered  against  him,  and  that  by  signing  the 
bail  bonds  the  bail  would  become  liable  no  fiirther  than  fear 
the  appearance  of  the  defendant ;  and  upon  that  information 
deponent  told  the  bail  he  would  be  safe  in  signing  the  bonds. 
The  attorney  farther  swears  that  he  is  not  a  proctor  of  this 
Court,  or  familiar  with  its  practice,  but  in  glancing  over  the 
bail  bonds,  he  was  of  the  impression  that  the  obligors  were 
only  bound  for  the  appearance  of  the  defendant,  and  he  so 
informed  them.  He  farther  says,  he  is  counsel  for  the  respon- 
dent, and  knows  his  affairs  intimately,  and  that  he  is  entirely 
insolvent 

An  affidavit  of  the  deputy  marshal  is  also  added,  stating 
that  he  supposed  a  defendant  had  a  certain  number  of  days 
to  enter  his  appearance  after  the  return  day  of  the  writs,  and 
so  represented  it  to  the  defendant  and  his  bail,  in  good 
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and  solely  for  the  purpose  of  giving  them  infonnation  to  which 
he  supposed  they  were  entitled.  • 

After  the  above  papers  were  served  and  notices  of  the  mo- 
tion given,  the  deputy  marshal  drew  up  a  statement  in  his 
own  handwriting,  and  made  oath  to  it,  detailing  with  more 
particularity  the  representations  he  mad^^on  the  subject  He 
says  he  had  no  conversation  at  all,  he  believes,  with  the  bail, 
"who  began  signing  the  bonds  as  soon  as  he  came  into  the 
room  where  the  parties  all  were,  the  attorney  reading  over  to 
him  a  part  of  the  bond  while  he  was  in  the  act  of  signing. 
That  the  attorney  inquired  of  the  witness  what  was  the  mean- 
ing of  return  day  of  the  warrants,  and  whether  the  defendant 
had  not  some  days  after  that  to  enter  his  appearance,  and 
if  it  was  not  twelve  days.  The  witness  answered  that  he 
was  new  in  the  business  and  could  give  no  certain  informa- 
tion, but  he  supposed  that  was  the  effect  of  the  undertaking, 
although  he  could  not  say  that  it  was  twelve  days  to  which 
the  party  would  be  entitled;  and  that  he  did  not  attegipt 
to  give  any  advice  or  certain  information  on  the  subject.  It 
was  a  casual  talk  with  the  lawyer  and  deponent,  and  he 
certainly  did  not  intend  to  mislead  any  of  the  parties.  The 
attorney  intimated  that  he  understood  the  nature  of  the  un- 
dertaking, and  said  he  thought  time  was  given  the  respondent 
after  the  return  day,  and  that  the  time  was  twelve  days. 

The  effect  of  the  application  upon  these  facts  is,  that  the 
bail  be  now  allowed  to  surrender  the  principal,  to  which  the 
principal  assents;  or,  that  he  be  discharged  from  the  bonds  as 
having  been  executed  by  him  under  an  entire  mistake,  in- 
duced by  the  deputy  marshal,  of  the  nature  of  their  obliga- 
tions. 

The  Admiralty  practice  does  not  admit  of  a  surrender  of  the 
principal  in  exoneration  of  bail.  The  appearance  of  the  party 
arrested,  which  the  bail  stipulation  guarantees,  is  not  for  the 
purpose  of  having  the  person  of  the  respondent  present  to 
satisfy  the  final  decree  of  the  Court     It  is  to  secure  his 
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attendance  to  submit  to  interrogatories  or  sanction  interme- 
diary proceedings  to  which  his  concurrence  may  be  necessary 
in  the  progress  of  the  suit,  or  to  put  in  and  perfect  the  bail 
for  the  respondent,  which  the  stipulation  in  the  arrest  may  be 
only  preliminary  to.  darkens  Praxis^  tit.  4,  5, 12 ;  1  Broume^s 
Civ.  Sf  Adm.  L.  256 ;  2  lb.  361,  note.  In  maritime  courts, 
the  stipulation  and  the  appearance  of  the  party  is  denomi- 
nated prcetorian^  that  is,  an  undertaking  to  the  Court,  and 
not  to  the  adversary  party.  Clarke* s  Prazisj  tit.  9 ;  2  Bravme^s 
Civ.  Sf  Adm.  L.  355,  357.  But  when  bail  by  bond  or  stipula- 
tion is  given,  the  obligatAn  imposed  on  the  ^ei  jWsor^s  is 
judicatum  solvi ;  that  is,  to  see  the  costs  and  condemnation 
paid  at  all  events,  (3  Blackst.  Comm.  292;  HdlPs  Adm.  JV. 
12,  29 ;  2  Browne* s  Civ.  if  Adm.  L.  356,)  and  this  obligation 
enures  to  the  creditor  or  actor  as  an  absolute  security  for  his 
debt.  Wood^s  Civ.  L.  Bk.  3,  c.  3,  §  2.  In  our  practice,  this 
obligation  may  be  entered  into  on  arrest  Sup.  Ct.  Rules j  3. 
This  undertaking  is  not  discharged  or  affected  by  the  surren- 
der of  the  principal  bodily,  as  in  common-law  actions,  (HaWs 
Adm.  Ft.  25,  note ;  2  Browne^ s  Civ.  Sf  Adm.  L.  412 ;  ConkUng's 
Adm.  Pr.  458,)  and  it  mattere  not  whether  the  obligation  is 
assumed  on  the  arrest  by  bond,  or  on  appearance  in  Court  by 
way  of  stipulation.  In  the  sense  of  the  common  law  appli- 
cable to  bail,  the  bail  in  Admiralty  are  absolutely  fixed  from 
the  time  the  bond  or  stipulation  is  entered  into.  There  is 
no  alternative  in  the  undertaking,  as  at  common  law,  which 
being  performed  acquits  the  obligation.  Nor  will  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  parties,  or  laches  in  prosecuting  the  suit,  dis- 
charge the  baiL  The  Vreede,  1  Dods.  2 ;  The  Harriet,  1  W. 
Rob.  195.  The  stipulation  rests  on  the  doctrine  of  principal 
and  surety  in  positive  contracts,  and  is  governed  by  the  rules 
of  law  and  equity  applicable  to  those  contracts,  (The  Harriet, 
1  W.  Rob.  197,)  with  the  additional  consideration,  that  as  the 
undertaking  is  not  only  to  satisfy  the  action  but  to  abide  the 
adjudication  of  the  Court  in  the  matter,  it  is  entitled  to  a 
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more  enlarged  consideration  in  Admiralty  than  at  law,  and 
when  given  as  a  snbstitifte  for  the  thing  arrested,  may  be  eiL- 
forced  beyond  the  mere  money  amount  recovered  by  the  pro- 
movent     The  Nied  Elwin,  1  Dods,  50. 

In  asking  a  discharge,  therefore,  from  a  bail  bond,  the  par- 
ties  must,  in  Admiralty,  place  their  claim  upon  the  same  foot- 
ing as  if  the  release  sought  was  from  a  money  bond  of  any 
other  denomination  and  absolute  in  its  terms.  Fraud,  deceit, 
duress,  or  illegality  of  consideration,  or  some  matter  showing 
the  obligation  void  ab  initio^  or  rendered  inoperative  by  some* 
thing  subsequently  occurring,  must  be  established  to  affect  its 
validity. 

Cotirts  of  Admiralty  are  governed  by  equitable  principles, 
(2  Woodb.  8f  M,  60,)  but  equity  will  not  cancel  an  obligation 
because  the  contracting  party  misapprehended  the  extent  of 
his  liability  under  it,  unless  he  has  been  misled  by  the  acts 
or  declarations  of  the  one  benefited  by  it.  Mistake  in  the 
law  resulting  from  the  inattention  or  ignorance  of  the  party 
bound,  will  not  be  regarded  in  equity  as  a  reason  for  avoiding 
a  contract    1  Story^  Eq.  Jw,  §§  111,  118 ;  6  Johns.  Ch.  R,  169. 

Here  there  can  be  no  reasonShle  ground  for  alleging  a  mis- 
take or  misapprehension  of  any  facts  connected  with  the 
transaction.  The  bail  bond  received  by  the  parties,  stipulated 
that  the  respondent  should  appear  in  Court  on  a  day  desig- 
nated, and  that  the  stipulators  would  pay  the  money  awarded 
by  the  final  decision  of  the  Court.  These  two  facts  were 
directly  brought  home  to  their  notice,  at  least  the  evidence 
that  they  were  so  must  be  regarded  as  conclusive  against  the 
obligors.  The  mistake  and  ignorance  alleged  in  their  behedf 
then  is,  that  they  did  not  understand  the  legal  effect  of  their 
contract,  and  supposed  it  was  limited  to  the  personal  appear- 
ance of  the  party  in  Court  Even  if  this  excuse  rested  upon' 
an  engagement  complex  or  equivocal  in  its  terms,  there  would 
be  great  difficulty  in  bringing  it  within  any  recognized  prin- 
ciple of  Courts  of  Equity,  affording  relief  to  obligors  against 
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their  contracts.  Bat  when  the  stipcdatiofi  is  explicit  and 
plain,  and  the  mistake  set  up  is,  thsAf  the  interpretation  given 
the  contract  by  others,  and  not  the  words  themselves,  was 
confided  in,  the  whole  reason  for  interference  of  equity  is 
taken  away. 

It  must,  moreover,  be  considered  that  the  misapprehension 
asserted  here,  was  no  way  induced  by  the  libellant  or  his 
proctor.  Neither' was  present  when  the  bond  was  executed, 
nor  had  taken  any  part  in  bringing  the  obligors  into  the  agree- 
ment. It  was  wholly  voluntary  with  them,  and  sought  for 
independent  of  his  concurrence  or  knowledge.  Nor  were  tlie 
representations  of  the  deputy  marshal,  in  fact  or  law,  charge- 
able upon  the  libellant. 

If  that  officer  had  chosen  to  say  the  bail  bond  was  an  idle 
formality,  that  the  respondent  was  not  in  law  bound  to  give 
bail,  that  the  Court  would  cancel  the  bond  on  its  presentation 
before  them,  and  that  nd  liability  whatever  could  be  incurred 
by  the  bail  in  signing  it,  such  representations,  however  con* 
fidingly  accepted  by  the  obligors,  could  never  in  law  or  equity 
operate  to  release  them  from  their  formal  signature  and  execu- 
tion of  it  In  any  such  suggestions  the  deputy  could  not  be 
acting  officially,  or  as  agent  of  the  libellant,  and  both  as  to 
him  and  the  marshal,  and  as  to  the  respondent  and  bail,  he 
would  be  a  mere  stranger  making  representations  upon  his 
individual  responsibility  alone.  His  representations,  however, 
if  erroneous,  it  is  conceded,  were  made  innocently  and  from 
ignorance  on  his  part,  and  with  no  purpose  to  jnblead  the 
respondent  or  his  bail  Misrepresentations  of  that  character, 
even  if  made  by  an  agent  empowered  to  form  a  contract,  do 
not  invalidate  the  engagement  as  to  ,his  prijacipal.;  (Early  v. 
Ganet,  9  Barnw.  Sf  C.  928 ;  17  Eng.  Com.  i,  522 ;  Cornfoot 
V.  Fowke,  6  Mees*  Sf  W.  358 ;)  more  eapeciaUy,  if  his  princi- 
pal is  innocent  of  any  misstatement  pr  conoealment  leaditiig 
to  the  contract. 

The  deputy  marshal,  after  making  the  first  deposition,  drew 


•% 


OCTOBER,  1849.  563 


V 

Cure  v.  Bullns. 


np  in  his  own  handwriting  a  more  detailed  and  explicit  state- 
ment of  the  part  he  took  in  the  transaction,  and  it  certainly 
would  appeeur  from  this  amended  oath,  that  he  all  the  while 
gave  the  attorney  and  party  who  referred  to  him,  to  under- 
stand he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  practice  of  the  Court  in 
this  respect,  and  merely  coincided  with  suggestions  made  to 
him  by  the  attorney,  that  the  undertaking  of  the  bail  was  not 
absolute,  and  said  nothing  with  intent  to  persuade  or  incline 
the  parties  to  sign  the  bonds ;  and  that  the  attorney  seemed 
satisfied  with  his  own  construction  of  the  bonds,  and  his  im- 
pressions of  the  practice  of  the  Court,  and  that  the  bonds 
were  signed  in  pursuance  of  his  advice  and  assurance,  and 
not  upon  any  representations  of  the  deputy. 

Without  placing  this  decision  upon  the  facts  put  forth 
by  the  respective  affidavits,  as  to  the  conversation  with  the 
deputy,  I  hold  that  no  deceit  or  misrepresentation  is  proved, 
which  in  law  or  equity  entitles  the  obligors  to  be  relieved 
firom  the  bonds ;  that  the  undertaking  of  the  bail  is  absolute 
and  not  conditional,  and  cannot  be  discharged  by  producing 
the  principal  in  Court  He  stands  before  this  Court  on  these 
bail  bonds,  precisely  as  he  would  at  common  law,  or  on  his 
recognizance  on  the  lapse  of  eight  days  after  the  returns  of 
the  capias  against  him,  absolutely  responsible  for  the  judg- 
ment. 1  Johns.  Cas.  329,  334 ;  2  i&.  483 ;  2  Johm.  101 ;  9  lb. 
84;  1  Tidd's  Pr.  620. 

The  motion  does  not  raise  the  question  whether  the  libel- 
lant  is  entitled  to  exact  bail  in  these  cases.  That  matter 
will  more  properly  come  up  when  an  attempt  is  made  to  en- 
force the  bonds ;  or  it  may  be  presented  on  a  distinct  motion 
to  the  Court  As  the  case  stands,  and  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  respondent  was  bound  to  give  bail,  I  am  compelled 
to  say,  no  authority  exists  in  this  Court  to  interfere  with  the 
rights  acquired  by  the  libellant  under  the  respective  bail  bonds 
executed  in  these  causes,  and  the  motion  must  therefore  be 
denied. 
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The  parties  having  acted  in  good  faith  in  making  this  ap- 
plication, and  as  it  presents  a  new  point  of  practice,  I  shall 
not  order  costs.  Order  accordinfffy. 


Miller  v.   Kellt. 

No  claim  for  salvage  can  be  maintained  by  the  crew  of  a  yessel  upon  the  gnmnd 
that  by  their  services  she  is  brpaght  throagh  a  storm  into  port,  soand  in  holL 

An  action  for  compensation  for  salvage  services  rendered  to  a  vessel,  cannot  be 
maintained  in  penonam  against  the  master,  unless  it  was  performed  for  his 
benefit. 

A  mariner  who  ships  "  by  the  run"  takes  the  risk  of  adverse  weather  and  of  other 
kindred  accidents  attendant  npon  maritime  enterprise ;  and  if  the  vessel  be  driven 
ont  of  her  course  by  stress  of  weather,  and  obliged  to  take  shelter  in  an  inter- 
mediate port,  and  is  there  detained,  the  seaman  has  no  claim  for  additional  oom- 
pensation  for  extra  services  thus  reqnired. 

Where  a  seaman  ships  " by  the  run "  or  '^ by  the  vcyage"  the  vessel,  although  de- 
tained at  an  intermediate  port  by  stress  of  weather,  is  bound  to  maintain  him 
while  he  remains  attached  to  her,  whether  his  services  are  useful  to  her  or  not. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam  filed  by  William  Miller 
against  James  Kelly,  to  recover  compensation  toi  services 
rendered  on  board  the  respondent's  vessel. 

In  December,  1848,  the  libellant  shipped  at  Boston  on  board 
the  brig  W.  T.  Dogan,  of  which  the  respondent  was  master, 
for  a  voyage  to  New  York.  He  shipped  as  mariner,  and  en- 
gaged ^'  for  the  nm,"  at  $18,  which  smn  was  paid  him  in 
advance. 

The  brig,  on  the  voyage,  encountered  a  gale  off  Bfartlia's 
Vineyard,  in  which  she  was  much  injured.  She  put  into  Nan- 
tucket in  distress,  and  there  remained  for  about  three  weeks, 
at  the  end  of  which  time  she  was  towed  on  to  New  York  by 
a  steamer  sent  on  for  the  purpose. 

Other  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court 

The  libeUant  commenced  this  action  to  recover  coropenss- 
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tion  for  the  extra  services  rendered  by  him  to  the  ship  during 
the  storm,  and  during  the  detention  of  the  vessel  at  Nantucket 
He  claimed  to  recover  either  by  way  of  salvage,  or  on  a  qaavr 
turn  meruit  for  such  services  as  being  extra  his  contract. 

£.  C.  Benedict^  for  the  libellant 

L  The  voyage  for  which  the  libellant  shipped  was  the  usual 
direct  "  run "  from  Boston  to  New  York,  a  well-known  voy- 
age of  safe  navigation,  from  three  to  six  days  long — a  mere 
passage  from  one  city  to  the  other.  This  alone  was  in  the 
minds  of  the  parties,  and  on  this  alone  their  minds  met.  If, 
without  the  fault  of  the  seamen,  this  voyage,  or  run,  was  de- 
viated from  or  rendered  impossible,  whether  by  accident  or 
design,  it  was  at  the  risk  of  the  master,  who  alone  controls 
the  voyage.  In  such  case,  the  men  are  entitled  to  a  qtmntum 
meruit  If  the  voyage  is  thus  made  longer  in  time  or  dis- 
tance, whether  the  hindrance,  departure,  or  extension  occur  at 
either  end,  or  at  an  intervening  port,  (not  in  the  run,)  the 
w€Lges  are  to  be  increased  pro  raid.  Laws  of  Oleron^  art.  19 ; 
Cleiracy  Oleron,  64,  notes  1  and  2 ;  OurHs  an  Merck.  Seam.  63. 

II.  The  libellant's  demand  is  is  equitable  and  just  as  it  is 
legal.  Where  seamen  have  encountered  great  peril  in  saving 
their  own  wrecked  vessel,  maritime  courts  are  inclined  to 
allow  them  something  in  the  nature  of  a  salvage  qwrntiiMi 
meruit^  but  usually  in  the  name  of  wages.  They  are  not  held 
to  be  excluded  from  their  wages  by  rules  which,  literally  con- 
strued, would  seem  to  exclude  wages. 

F.  F.  Marburpi  for  the  respondent 

Bbtts,  J.  The  libellant,  in  December,  1848,  hired  himself 
to  the  respondent  at  Boston,  as  a  mariner  on  board  the  brig 
W.  T.  Dugan,  for  a  voyage  to  New  York,  for  the  sum  of  $8 
far  the  run.  That  sum  was  paid  him  in  advance.  This 
method  of  hiring  was  familiar  to  the  ancient  marine  law. 
Jacob.  Sea  L.  133.  It  is  substantially  supesseded  in  modem 
practice  by  contraota  for  monthly  wages.  JL;  Chtrtis  of^  Mereh. 
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Seam,  62,  63.     But  the  obligations  in  the  two  cases  are  equiv- 
alent, being  an  engagement  to  perform  the  voyage  named. 

The  vessel,  on  her  regular  course,  encountered  a  gale  off 
Martha's  Vineyard  on  the  2d  of  January,  at  3  A.  M.,  which 
continued  until  half-past  3  A.  M.  of  the  next  day,  blowing 
viblently  from  the  N.  W.  The  anchors  were  thrown  over 
without  effect ;  the  cable  parted,  and  the  main  anchor  was  lost, 
when  both  masts  were  cut  away,  in  order  to  check  the  driving 
of  the  vesseL  She  was  shortly  after  brought  up  by  the  kedge 
anchor.  In  falling,  the  masts  stove  a  hole  in  the  long  boat. 
The  brig  came  to  about  five  miles  east  of  Cape  Pogue.  The 
wind  continued  N.  W.,  and  a  light  spar  was  obtained  and 
rigged  as  a  jury-mast ;  the  kedge  hawser  was  cut,  and  the  brig 
put  before  the  wind  for  Nantucket,  where  she  arrived,  ground- 
ing while  working  into  the  harbor,  &nd  was  then  towed  in  by 
a  steamer.  The  weather  was  severe  and  freezing  during  the 
efforts  to  make  harbor,  and  ice  made  over  the  decks,  rigging, 
&c.  She  remained  in  Nantucket  about  three  weeks,  and  was 
then  towed  to  New  York  by  a  steamer  sent  to  her  for  that 
purpose.  • 

The  libellant  claims  compensation  for  the  time  he  was  thus 
detained,  by  way  of  salvage,  for  assisting  in  saving  the  vessel, 
or  as  a  quantum  meruit  for  his  services  during  the  delay  of  her 
voyage. 

The  claim  for  salvage  cannot  be  sustained^  The  Neptune, 
1  Hagg.  Adm.  R.  237 ;  The  Branston,  2  lb.  3,  note ;  10  Pet.  110 ; 
Hobart  v.  Drogan,  3  Kent^  246.  No  services  were  rendered 
by  the  seaman  beyond  what  were  required  of  him  by  his  duty 
to  the  ship.  He  was  boflnd  to  the  hazards  of  the  voyage,  and 
to  bestow  his  best  efforts  for  the  preservation  of  ship  and 
cargo..  Detentions  through  perils  and  disasters  of  the  sea, 
are  risks  assumed  by  seamen  in  every  shipping  contract,  and 
no  legal  right  arises  to  them  from  those  causes,  or  their  extra 
exertions  to  save  their  vessel,  to  demand  an  increased  com- 
pensation.    Abbott  on  Shipp.  647.     The  vessel  was  not  a 
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wreck,  out  of  which,  by  his  special  exertions,  a  portion  of 
her  tackle  or  of  her  cargo  has  been  preserved.  She  came 
bodily  into  port,  sound  in  hull.  No  claim  for  salvage  can  be 
raised  by  a  crew  against  a  vessel  so  circumstanced.  3  Kent^ 
367.  And  even  if  such  claim  might  be  enforced  in  rem 
against  the  hulk,  as  a  remnant  of  the  entire  ship,  the  demand 
could  not  be  maintained  in  personam  against  the  master  with- 
out proof  that  the  salvage  service  was  performed  for  his  benefit. 
Sup.  Cl.  Rules,  19. 

The  claim  for  continuing  wages  on  a  qucmtum  meruit,  is 
pressed  upon  the  consideration,  that  the  libellant  engaged  for 
a  continued  run  or  voyage  to  New  York,  and  that  by  putting 
the  vessel  back  off  her  course,  the  respondent  committed  a 
deviation  which  entitles  the  libellant  to  pay  for  his  time  in- 
tervening up  to  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  in  her  port  of  des- 
tination. 

It  cannot  be  maintained  that  returning  to  Nantucket  from 
the  anchorage  of  the  brig  was  a  voluntary  deviation.  There 
was  an  imperative  necessity  that  something  should  be  done 
for  the  preservation  of  the  vessel  and  her  crew ;  and,  in  her 
crippled  condition,  nothing  else  could  be  attempted  so  safe 
and  serviceable  to  both,  as  to  reach  that  harbor.  The 
measure  was  compelled  by  stress  of  weather,  and  the  abso- 
lute exigencies  of  the  vessel  and  her  crew.  The  libellant 
could  not  claim  a  guaranty  of  fair  weather  and  a  swift  run. 
He  took  the  risk  of  adverse  winds  and  all  accidents  incident 
to  maritime  voyages.  Had  the  ship  been  driven  on  shore,  or 
on  a  rock,  or  imbedded  in  ice,  and  detained  thirty  or  sixty 
days,  the  misfortune  would  have  been  part  of  the  risk  he  as- 
sumed in  undertaking  the  voyage.  He  engaged  to  perform 
the  voyage :  and  the  fair  and  reasonable  interpretation  of  the 
contract  is,  that  he  is  to  stay  by  and  aid  the  ship  in  accom- 
plishing it,  so  long  as  she  can  be  bond  fide  employed  in  its 
performance.  In  all  the  books,  shipping  by  the  run  is  consid- 
ered equivalent  to  shipping  for  the  voyage*     Curtis  on  Merch. 
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Seam*  63,  and  authorities  cited.  In  each  case  the  seaman  is 
boand  to  the  vessel  so  long  as  she  continues  on  the  iter  ;  and 
her  being  driven  firom  a  direct  course  by  distress,  or  going 
voluntarily  off  it  for  shelter  or  repair,  in  no  way  relieves  him 
from  his  contract. 

Should  it  happen  on  a  hiring  for  a  voyage  to  Europe, 
that  the  ship  was  compelled,  ex  necessitate^  to  make  har- 
bor in  Bermuda,  the  Western  Isles,  or  Madeira,  and  be  de- 
tained a  period  longer  than  the  usual  transit  to  her  port  of 
destination,  the  seamen  would  not  thereby  be  released  from 
their  obligation  to  continue  to  the  termination  of  the  under- 
taking. 

The  obligation  between  the  parties  is  reciprocal  The  ship 
is  bound  to  support  the  crew  whilst  they  remain  with  her, 
although  their  services  may  be  of  no  value  to  her,  and,  as  in 
this  case,  to  continue  them  on  board  to  the  port  of  their  dis- 
charge, should  the  vessel  be  conducted  there  wholly  indepen- 
dent of  their  assistance. 

I  do  not  discuss  the  question  as  to  the  right  of  the  libellant 
to  demand  his  discharge  at  Nantucket,  when  it  was  found  the 
vessel  must  remain  there  to  be  repaired,  or  until  she  could  be 
towed  by  a  steamer  to  New  York.  He  made  no  such  request- 
It  was  probably  most  to  his  interest,  in  a  place  so  separated 
from  intercourse  with  other  ports  during  the  winter  season, 
to  remain  with  the  vessel  and  be  maintained  at  her  expense. 
Whilst  he  did  continue  with  her  and  she  was  engaged  in  pro- 
viding means  to  complete  her  voyage,  and  during  its  comple- 
tion, he  must  be  regarded  as  acting  under  his  contract,  and 
can  be  entitled  to  claim  nd  more  than  the  stipulated  wages. 

I  shall,  therefore,  pronounce  against  the  demand,  but,  as 
there  is  color  of  equity  in  his  claim,  and  it  does  not  appear  to 
be  presented  vexatiously,  I  shall  not  impose  costs  on  him. 

Libel  dismissed  without  costs. 
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Bradley  v.  Bolles. 

Work  done  upon  a  vessel  in  the  dry  dock,  in  scraping  her  bottom  preparatory  to 
coppering  her,  is  not  of  a  maritime  character ;  and  compensation  for  sach  labor 
cannot  be  recovered  in  a  Coart  of  Admiralty.^ 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam  filed  by  John  Bradley  against 
one  Bolles,  master  of  the  ship  William  B.  Travis,  to  recover 
for  work  done  in  scraping  and  cleaning  the  hull  of  that  vessel. 

It  appeared  that  the  respondent's  vessel  being  in  the  dry 
dock  for  repairs,  the  Ubellant  was  employed  by  the  respon- 
dent to  scrape  her  bottom,  clear  it  of  barnacles,  &c.  This 
work  was  necessary  to  prepare  the  vessel  to  be  coppered. 
The  work  having  been  done,  the  libellant  brought  this  suit  to 
recover  the  price  agreed  on  therefor,  i 

The  respondent  objected  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction 
over  such  a  demand. 

Alanson  Nash^  for  the  libellant. 

W.  -R.  Beebe,  for  the  respondent. 

Betts,  J.  TThe  services  for  which  the  libellant  claims  to 
recover  in  this  suit,  were  not  rendered  in  putting  repairs  upon 
the  ship,  or  in  doing  any  thing  towards  her  betterment,  which 
was  to  continue  and  run  with  her.  Her  bottom  was  to  be 
scraped  and  cleared  from  mud  and  barnacles.  This  was 
shore  work,  requiring  no  mechanical  skill,  and  is  ordinarily 
performed  by  mere  laborers,  and  has  no  more  the  character  of 
a  maritime  service  than  sweeping  or  washing  the  bottom  or 
deck  of  a  vessel  would  have.  Neither  the  marine  law  or 
State  statute  creates  a  lien  upon  a  vessel  for  menial  services 
of  that  character.     The  contract  or  service  did  not  relate  to 


1  Compare  the  cases  of  Cox  v,  Murray,  ante,  840 ;  Gamey  v.  Crockett, 
ante,  490. 
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repairs  put  upon  the  vessel,  or  any  betterment  attached  to  her 
and  promoting  her  safety,  or  navigation.  Both  were  prelimi- 
nary to  the  reparation  intended  to  be  put  upon  her.  Remov- 
ing impediments  to  that  work  by  cleaning  her  bottom,  was  of 
the  same  class  of  service  as  taking  out  of  the  way  any  other 
kind  of  obstruction  to  the  work,  and  contains  no  ingredient 
raising  it  in  law  above  the  quality  of  common  work  and  labor. 
This  Court  has  repeatedly  held,  that  contracts  of  that  descrip- 
tion do  not  constitute  a  lien  upon  vessels  which  can  be  en- 
forced in  Admiralty.  The  AmsteV  (MSS.)  March,  1831 ; 
The  Bark  Joseph  Cunard,^  (MSS.)  April,  1845 ;  The  Ship 
Harriet,^  (MSS.)  December,  1845.  Libel  dismissed. 


McGinnis  v.  Carlton. 

Although  the  libellant,  in  his  libel,  claims  a  sum  exceeding  $50,  jet  if  upon  the 
hearing  he  admits  that  an  amount  less  than  that  sum  is  all  that  is  due  to  him, 
and  claims  to  recover  only  such  lesser  sum,  he  can  recover  only  summary  costs 
on  a  decree  in  his  favor. 

The  cause  would  not  be  appealable  to  the  Circuit  Court  in  th^t  condition  of  the 
demand. 

This  Court  does  not  tax  plenary  costs  when  the  sum  in  dispute  does  not  exceed 
$50,  although  the  proceedings  are  plenary. 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam  filed  by  John  McGinnis, 
against  Henry  Carlton. 

The  libellant,  in  his  libel,  advanced  a  claim  for  $55.  On 
the  hearing  before  the  Commissioner,  to  whom  the  cause  was 
referred,  the  respondent  dedmed  a  deduction  of  $10,  the  pro- 
priety of  which  was  admitted  by  the  libellant.  The  claim,  as 
litigated  before  the  Commissioner,  was  thus  reduced  to  $45 


I  Since  reported,  1  BkUchf,  jr  H.  215. 

3  Since  reported,  Olcott,  120.  3  Jb.  229. 
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only.  Upon  that  claim  the  libellant  prevailed.  On  taxation 
of  costs,  howeveri  plenary  costs  were  taxed  in  his  favor,  on 
the  ground  that  the  amount  of  his  claim,  proceeded  upon  by 
the  libel,  exceeded  $50. 

The  respondent  now  appealed  firom  this  taxation. 

W,  Newton,  for  the  appellant 

F.  C.  BlisSy  for  the  respondent. 

Betts,  J.  I  think  this  case  was  clearly  one  of  summary 
character.  It  was  not  appealable  to  the  Circuit  Court  Act 
of  1803,  2  U.S.  Stats.  244. 

The  matter  in  dispute  between  the  parties  was  less  than  $50. 
Rule  165  must  be  construed  in  subordination  to  the  terms  of 
the  statute,  as  its  design  was  to  operate  on  those  cases  which 
were  not  appealable  under  the  act. 

The  Supreme  Court  holds  that  a  plaintiff  may  appeal  or 
bring  error,  when  his  suit  is  for  an  amount  above  the  limited 
Bum,  wt^atever  may  be  the  recovery.  Gordon  v.  Ogden,  3 
Peters,  83.  That  is  justly  so,  when  the  Court  adjudge  in 
invitum  against  his  demand.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  all  the 
determinate  character  of  the  libel  is  taken  away,  if  the  libel- 
lant himself,  on  the  hearing,  admits  his  claim  to  be  less  than 
$50,  although  he  has  put  it  nominally  above  that  sum  in 
his  pleading.  It  would  be  sanctioning  a  measureless  abuse 
to  permit  parties  to  encumber,  with  plenary  costs,  suits  for 
the  most  trifling  sums  by  alleging  a  demand  exceeding  fifty 
dollars,  when  the  claim  he  brings  before  the  Court  as  his 
actual  demand  is  below  that  sum. 

Congress  manifestly  designed  that  the  decisions  of  the 
District  Court  should  be  final  in  cases  where  th^  disputed 
matter  was  only  ^50,  and  not  to  allow  appeals  on  claims  ex- 
ceeding originally  that  sum,  but  which  the  libellant  conceded, 
on  the  hearing,  had  been  reduced  below  it  by  payments  before 
his  action  was  brought  An  appeal  does  not  lie  when  the 
matter  in  dispute  is  not  $50. 
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If  the  libellant,  on  the  tziaL  had  persisted  in  the  otzzjEnd  in 
hifl  libel  of  ^55,  and  the  Conn  had  allowed  tlie  lespzoiect  a 
eharge  of  $10  against  the  demand,  he  might,  mi^'<:±*tedly, 
take  the  case  to  the  Circui*  C.nnn.  r  v  appeal^  t^-  bare  that 
jadgment  rectified.    Bui  hen  A   'nar  pioceedii^  fn  Coort 
show  that  the  real  demaiu.  i.  -:?iJUie  ^ras  ^5  al:ce.  and  tlie 
Court  cannot  be  blnHit--     »    -    omLiIlry  in  plea^zs^.  to  give 
an  advantage  tt»  tii<  hrii.asii    :-  'Oe  ziarLer  of  ctoss*,  's'hich  the 
judgment  he  aakti*'  an    r^^i  *^^  ied-j-rfc^rir**  in  i?  not  enti- 
tled to.     Hut'  tr:  •  ^'•'<*    "^"^  '^I'-vf'L  :tL  "3if  •»^.T.val  frame 
of  the  lilK^;.  u   r  '     *     -•       -^-^  C-cn  j-  vrn^i-  imdoubl- 
cdly,  be  Tcrnrn*  i  ^  -  -'^  — ii-a-te    rifw  2^-  -u  "ait  asd  of  pon- 
ishinsr  t!>«  i."-  --      '    —  .:.dii^Tz:*n  orl  :•  -rs,  nxarxMinginto 

that  C  nnv  ^'^    -T  ^^r-rr^tj*^  ±  -ne  L-Tnrs  belofw. 

Cniirrr^  -  *="  -    ^-  -- ••^-  -  -  '*=^  -  -  ^i*^  -•JT  *3e  sQ^^emment 
of  Adr.i  r  1      ^  -.--:^-■^  r-*:^  tr/r^iJtj  -t-jnare  ihii  subject 

1 .5.      */i*  Cr^ir:  £:z*ir^L  ov  iole  1«>5,  that 


ai  tn*'  •  ••^-  * 

««.r.^    •  • '  ^  *  -* -I    —  '^-  r-^cirr-fTT  iff  Tiar-Hr5  in  -r-^ote,  not 

.   -  :\\    1  IT  "^  mftftrri  :  azii  "iv  Sa!e  IT^x  that  fli 

t..    -  iT^^'^-T.  :.!#?  zroircc  tzii  iii'^ccaie  saaH  not  be 

^j,^.,,    .    .^    ver  $12  .-.:<«.     Tr::>  lz:.^-ica  jTssdv  applic^ 

....        r  :":rr3   rt  7r:»^?*f:i?^  •*»  ani'ie  rienarr.  when  it  is 

Jilt/  ^  •     -  ^  .  - 

_  r-5  'L>  "ze  Cc»3t  t*ii  Ti»»  i«r:i«:a  k  risrfidv  a  sum* 


»T. 


,.r.  In  'n;^  nae  "i**  Ifr«r7:ir:  ei:i«S?  up  and  claimed  a 
.  r^*  :"  T  \  IicTi'^ru  in  a  piiesarv  icrioQ-  and  the  taxing 
^.:v,-»r-i  X  "c  2^:2.  Frcci  :ci*  nxitioa  the  respondent 
I  ^jc:r»iier  tie  i^Tiace  IInaInh^?rized  in  law,  and 


.,-:   .u     riitf  -x_l  E^isC  be  letaxed  at  $12,  the  amount 


« - 


Ord^r  aeeordiMgfy. 


aitt  »  M3K«OB  r.  Gulkias,  a%l€,  54^. 
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Allen  v.  Hallet. 

The  mnsler  of  a  TCssel  it  enti[l«d  to  rail  upon  ihe  sliip'*  cook  to  perrurm  scrvii^e 
as  a  seaman,  go  for  as  he  posscssce  ihe  rcqaisile  experience  and  abUitj'. 

Where  a  lonmDn  doserta  from  iho  ve9&ol  wliile  in  port,  anil  another  hand  19  shipped 
in  his  place,  and  he  afterwards  reluro»  and  Bocrctes  himfielf  on  board,  and  ia  dis- 
covered bj  tho  miuier  after  the  ship  has  left  port,  the  master  ti  cnliiled  to  call 
npon  him  to  perform  any  aervire  as  seamaa  which  may  be  within  his  ability: 
bnt  ia  not  entitled  to  aasumi)  that  he  is  an  able  seamaD,  and  to  reciuire  him  to  do 


Uniy  as  such. 

Q  an  aitioQ  broiigbi  Ofaioat  a  master  by  a  seaman  fonnd  aecrelcd  on  boord  and 

« 

ordered  to  do  duty  and  pnniahcd  fornifusftl,  to  recover  damagi-B  for  tho  pnnisli- 

' 

ment  inflicted,  it  is  impernrtvely  incumbent  on  the  master  to  prose,  in  order  to 

' 

JoBlifj  ihe  punishment,  that  birfore  giving  the  order  he  informed  himself  as  to 

iho  seaman's  experience  and  cHpucitj,  and  ascertained  that  he  was  able  to  per- 

form  the  work  required  of  him.   * 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam  filed  by  James  Alien  against 
Franklin  Hallet,  master,  and  George  Gibson,  first  mate  of 
the  packet-ahip  Queen  of  the  West,  to  recover  damages  for 
ill  usage  inflicted  on  the  Ubellant,  011  board  that  vessel. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  |j^ 

Alujison  Nash,  for  the  libellant. 

O.  Sturtevanty  for  the  respondents. 

Betts,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  tort  against  the  master  and 
first  mate  of  the  packet-ship  Queen  of  the  "West,  for  confin- 
ing the  libellant  in  irons  in  a  painful  position  and  posture  on 
board  the  ship,  and  putting  him  on  insufficient  allowance  of 
food,  on  her  voyage  from  Liverpool  to  New  York. 

The  libellant  shipped  at  New  York  as  cook  on  board.  His 
conduct  in  that  capacity  was  unexceptionable.  At  Liverpool 
he  had  no  duty  to  perform  as  cook,  and  he  was  ordered  by 
liie  mate,  and  the  order  was  confirmed  by  the  master,  to  go 
over  the  side  of  the  ship  with  others  of  the  crew,  and  standing 
on  a  staging  prepared  for  the  purpose,  or  on  the  dock  against 
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If  the  libellant,  on  the  trial,  had  persisted  in  the  demand  in 
his  libel  of  ^55,  and  the  Court  had  allowed  *the  respondent  a 
charge  of  $10  against  the  demand,  he  might,  undoubtedly, 
take  the  case  to  the  Circuit  Court,  by  appeal,  to  have  that 
judgment  rectified.  But  here,  all  the  proceedings  in  Court 
show  that  the  real  demand  in  dispute  was  $45  alone,  and  the 
Court  cannot  be  blinded  by  a  formality  in  pleading,  to  give 
an  advantage  to  the  libellant  in  the  matter  of  costs,  which  the 
judgment  he  asked  and  received,  demonstrates  he  is  not  enti- 
tled to.  Had  the  cause  been  allowed,  on  the  technical  frame 
of  the  libel,  to  go  into  the  Circuit  Court,  it  would,  undoubt- 
edly, be  regarded  as  cognizable  there  only  to  the  end  of  pun- 
ishing the  libellant  by  the  infliction  of  costs,  for  intruding  into 
that  Court  a  demand  only  disputable  in  the  Court  below. 

Congress  has  appointed  no  tariff  of  fees  for  the  government 
of  Admiralty  Courts.^  Those  tribunals  regulate  that  subject 
at  their  discretion.  This  Court  directed,  by  Rule  165,  that 
proceedings  herein  for  the  recovery  of  matters  in  dispute,  not 
exceeding  $50,  may  be  summary ;  and  by  Rule  176,  that  Ih 
causes  of  that  character,  the  proctor  and  advocate  shall  not  be 
allowed  to  tax  over  $12  costs.  This  limitation  justly  applies, 
although  the  form  of  procedure  be  made  plenary,  when  it  is 
made  manifest  to  the  Court  that  the  action  is  rightly  a  sum- 
tnary  one.  In  this  case  the  libeUant  made  up  and  claimed  a 
bill  of  costs  for  a  litigation  in  a  plenary  action,  and  the  taxing 
officer  allowed  it  to  him.  From  that  taxation  the  respondent 
appeals.  I  consider  the  allowance  unauthorized  in  law,  and 
overrule  it.  The  bill  must  be  retaxed  at  $12,  the  amount 
limited  in  a  summary  action. 

Order  accordingly. 


1  See  note  to  Simpson  v,  Canlkins,  ante^  545. 
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Allen  v.  Hallet. 

The  master  of  a  vessel  is  entitled  to  call  upon  the  ship's  cook  to  perform  service 
as  a  seaman,  so  far  as  he  possesses  the  requisite  experience  and  ability. 

Where  a  seaman  deserts  from  the  vessel  while  in  port,  and  another  hand  is  shipped 
in  his  place,  and  he  afterwards  returns  and  secretes  himself  on  board,  and  is  dis- 
covered by  the  master  after  the  ship  has  left  port,  the  master  is  entitled  to  call 
npon  him  to  perform  any  service  as  seaman  which  may  be  within  his  ability ; 
bat  is  not  entitled  to  assume  that  be  is  an  able  seaman,  and  to  require  him  to  do 
doty  as  such. 

In  an  action  brought  against  a  master  by  a  seaman  found  secreted  on  board  and 
ordered  to  do  duty  and  punished  for  refusal,  to  recover  damages  for  the  punish- 
ment inflicted,  it  is  imperatively  incumbent  on  the  master  to  prove,  in  order  to 
justify  the  punishment,  that  before  giving  the  order  he  informed  himself  as  to 
the  seaman's  experience  and  capacity,  and  ascertained  that  he  was  able  to  per- 
form the  work  required  of  him.  * 

This  was  a  libel  in  personam  filed  by  James  Allen  against 
Franklin  Hallet,  master,  and  George  Gibson,  first  mate  of 
the  packet-s&ip  Queen  of  the  West,  to  recover  damages  for 
ill  usage  inflicted  on  the  libellant,  on  board  that  vessel. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Cowet 

Alcmson  Nash,  for  the  libellant 

O.  Sturtevamty  for  the  respondents. 

Betts,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  tort  against  the  naster  and 
first  mate  of  the  packet-ship  Queen  of  the  West,  for  confin- 
ing the  libellant  in  irons  in  a  painful  position  and  posture  on 
board  the  ship,  and  putting  him  on  insufficient  allowance  of 
food,  on  her  voyage  firom  Liverpool  to  New  York. 

The  libellant  shipped  at  New  York  as  cook  on  board.  His 
conduct  in  that  capacity  was  unexceptionable.  At  Liverpool 
he  had  no  duty  to  perform  as  cook,  and  he  was  ordered  by 
the  mate,  and  the  order  was  confirmed  by  the  master,  to  go 
over  the  side  of  the  ship  with  others  of  the  crew,  and  standing 
on  a  staging  prepared  for  the  purpose,  or  on  the  dock  against 
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which  the  ship  rested,  to  assist  in  scrubbing  down  her  sides. 
This  was  a  necessary  service  to  be  performed  by  the  crew. 
The  libellant  refused  to  obey  the  order,  alleging  it  was  not  his 
duty.  He  stated  his  willingness  to  perform  any  seaman's 
duty  on  deck.  He  was  ordered  to  perform  that  particular 
service  or  that  he  should  not  be  fed  by  the  ship.  He  and  the 
second  cook  thereupon  went  ashore ;  the  second  cook  desert- 
ing the  vessel,  and  the  libellant  remaining  ashore  without 
leave  until  the  ship  sailed. 

Just  before  the  ship  sailed  a  first  and  second  cook  were 
shipped  in  the  places  of  the  others. 

When  the  ship  got  out  to  sea  the  libellant  was  found  on 
board.  The  answer  alleges  that  he  entered  surreptitiously 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  officers.  No  proof  is  made  of 
the  fact,  nor  does  the  libellant  sho^  when  or  how  he  returned 
to  her.  His  place  was,  however,  occupied  by  another  cook, 
and  he  does  not  appear  to  have  been  at  first  recognized  or 
admitted  by  the  officers  as  one  of  the  ship's  company. 

When  four  or  five  days  out  firom  Liverpool  he  was  ordered 
with  other  men  to  go  over  the  side  of  the  ship,  in  fine  weather, 
and  scrub  her.  This  order  is  alleged,  by  the  libellant,  to  have 
been  given  by  way  of  punishment,  and  was  only  applied  to 
him  and  one  other  man.  On  that  point  the  testimony  is  in 
disaccord ;  some  witnesses  swearing  that  only  one  man  was 
put  to  th#  duty,  and  others,  that  two  or  three  men  were  so 
employed.  So  the  answer  asserts,  and  the  fair  weight  of  evi- 
dence may  be  regarded  as  supporting  it,  although  the  point  is 
not  clear,  nor  is  it  of  sufficient  importance  to  render  its  par- 
ticular examination  and  discussion  necessary. 

The  libellant  refused  to  obey  the  order.  This  he  did  per- 
emptorily to  the  captain,  and  with  coarse  and  insulting  lan- 
guage, and  therefore  he  was  gagged  for  a  few  moments,  and 
handcuffed,  and  so  kept  for  several  days ;  during  the  daytime, 
when  fair,  on  the  after-deck,  and  at  nights  in  the  wheel-house ; 
and  until,  as  the  answer  asserts,  he  submitted,. and  consented 
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to  go  to  duty  on  board.  On  the  second  day  after  he  was 
handcuffed,  a  bolt  was  put  in  his  mouth  as  a  gag.  The  wit- 
nesses saw  it  there  for  a  few  minutes,  but  were  unable  to  say 
who  put  it  in  or  for  what  cause. 

After  his  confinement  terminated  the  libellant  was  restored 
to  his  place,  and  performed  the  duty  of  cook  to  the  arrival  of 
the  ship  here. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  case,  stripped  of  the  inflamed  and 
reproachful  terms  in  which  the  parties  speak  in  their  plead- 
ings, is  to  be  disposed  of  upon  these  considerations  :— 

Was  the  libellant,  after  placing  himself  in  the  ship  without 
the  authority  of  the  master,  entitled  to  claim  his  former  posi- 
tion ?  and  if  so,  was  he  bound  to  do  ordinary  ship's  duty 
when  not  on  service  in  the  capacity  of  cook  ?  If  the  order  of 
the  master  to  the  libellant  to  perform  that  duty,  was  a  recog- 
nition of  him  as  one  of  the  crew,  was  any  inexcusable  vio- 
lence or  severity  applied  by  his  orders,  in  bringing  the  libel- 
lant to  obedience  ? 

In  respect  to  the  iSrst  mate,  Gibson,  there  is  no  color  of 
evidence  implicating  him  beyond  the  act  of  applying  the 
handcuffs  on  the  libellant,  under  the  orders  of  the  master. 
This  was  not  done  with  harshness,  or  so  as  to  cause  needless 
pain  or  suffering  to  the  libellant  In  that,  and  in  confining 
the  libellant  subsequently,  he  only  pursued  the  directions  and 
orders  of  the  master,  which  were  a  sufficient  justification  for 
his  acts.     Butler  v.  MoLelland,  WcMrej  219. 

The  libel,  therefore,  as  to  him,  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Had  the  master,  then,  rightful  authority  to  impose  those  ^ 
services  on  the  libellant,  and  compel  his  submission  to  them  ? 

I  perceive  no  reason  to  question  his  power  in  respect  to  the 
orders  given  at  Liverpool.  3  Pet.  Adm.  R.  368 ;  The  Eliz- 
abeth Fritz,^  (MSS.)  1831.     His  command  is  supreme  in  the 


I  Since  reported,  1  BkUchf.  {f  H.  195. 
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navigation  and  management  of  the  ship  at  sea.  This  necessa- 
rily includes  the  employment  of  the  crew^  subject  only  to  his 
responsibility  to  the  men  for  any  tortious  or  oppressive  conduct 
towards  them.  A  cook  ships  and  rates  as  a  seaman,  except 
as  to  wages.  He  signs  the  articles,  and  designates  himself  as 
such ;  he  commonly  is  a  sailor,  and  not  unfrequently  acts  in  the 
double  capacity  of  sailor  and  cook  on  the  voyage,  being  only 
rated  at  higher  wages  because  of  that  quality.  He  has  also  the 
privileges  of  a  seaman,  as  to  remedy  against  the  ship  for  his 
cure  in  case  of  sickness,  and  his  protection  abroad  if  left  by  the 
vessel,  (Turner's  case,  1  Ware^  83 ;  The  Louisiana,  2  Pet.  Adm. 
R.  268,)  and  he  may  be  removed,  for  reasonable  cause,  from 
the  particular  employment  of  cook  and  assigned  to  the  com- 
mon duties  of  a  sailor.  This  is  so  even  in  respect  to  sub- 
officers,  (Shermond  v.  Mcintosh,  1  Ware^  109;  Mitchell  v.  The 
Rogambo,  1  Pet  Adm.  R.  250 ;  The  Ship  Mentor,  4  itfoMm, 
102,)  and  the  cook,  if  he  is  entitled  to  any  special  designation 
of  rank  or  privilege  distinguishing  him  from  a  common  sailor, 
he  can  be  only  so  upon  the  terms  of  his  contract,  limiting  his 
obligation  to  perform  that  particular  service.  The  law  will 
secure  him  the  benefit  of  such  special  agreement,  so  long  as 
he  observes  it  with  fidelity  and  intelligence,  subject  always  to 
the  rightful  authority  of  the  master  to  regulate  the  discipline 
and  service  of  the  ship  at  his  discretion. 

When  the  orders  were  given  at  Liverpool  directing  him  to 
do  other  duty,  the  libellantwas  not  acting  as  cook;  there  was 
no  duty  for  him  to  perform  in  that  capacity ;  this  employment 
was  not  taken  from  him ;  but  when  idle,  and  the  state  of  the 
ship  required  his  assistance,  he  was  directed  to  aid  the  crew 
in  a  piece  of  seaman's  work  about  tiie  ship.  He  did.  not  ques- 
tion his  obligation  to  obey  any  order  to  render  services  on 
deck,  but  puts  his  refusal  on  the  assumption  that  he  could  not 
be  required  to  go  over  the  ship's  side.  I  see  no  reason  for 
this  distinction.  He  does  not  show  he  would  be  exposed  to 
risk,  in  standing  on  the  staging  or  the  dock,  nor  that  he  was 
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to  be  placed  in  a  situation  requiring  experience  and  skill  he 
did  not  possess.  Whether  the  labor  of  scrubbing  was  then  to 
be  done  on  the  deck  or  sides  of  the  ship,  in  the  dock,  cannot, 
in  this  case,  make  any  distinction  as  to  his  obligation  to  per- 
form it. 

I  hold,  under  the  facts  in  proof,  that  the  Ubellant  was  bound 
to  obey  the  orders  given  him  in  Liverpool,  and  that  his  refusal 
was  refractory  and  mutinous,  and  would  have  justified  his 
punishment  by  forfeiture  of  wages,  or  by  personal  coercion. 

The  libellant  then  abandoned  the  ship.  The  manner  of  his 
getting  on  board  and  to  sea  is  not  disclosed  by  the  proofs.  It 
is  manifest,  however,  that  he  did  not  come  back  to  her  with  a 
claim  to  his  place  of  cook,  rendering  himself  to  the  officers  to 
perform  that  duty.  The  place  had  been  filled  by  another  per- 
son. The  first  time  when  he  appears  to  have  been  noticed  on 
board  by  the  officers,  was  when  the  order  was  given  him  to 
go  over  the  side  and  assist  one  or  more  of  the  men  in  scrub- 
bing the  ship.  The  ship  was  then  some  days  out;  according 
to  some  of  the  testimony  two  days,  to  others,  four  or  five 
days. 

The  relationship  between  the  respondent  and  libellant  was 
never  changed.  It  has  been  held  in  this  Court,  that  a  seaman 
who  had  abandoned  his  ship  in  a  foreign  port,  could  not,  by 
joining  her  clandestinely  after  his  place  on  board  had  been 
supplied,  acquire  the  right  to  restoration  to  it  or  to  wages. 
The  Ship  Philadelphia,^  (MSB.)  December,  1845.  If  any  new 
agreement  is  to  be  inferred  from  his  being  in  the  ship  and  the 
exercise  of  authority  over  him  by  the  master,  it  is»  that  he 
should  render  such  services  as  might  be  demanded  of  him  and 
what  he  was  capable  of  performing. 

The  master  would  have  no  right  to  assume  from  his  acting 
as  cook  on  board  that  he  was  an  able  seamin,  and  compel 


1  Since  reported,  Olcottj  216. 
VOL.  I.  49 
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him  to  go  aloft,  or  take  the  wheel,  or  engage  in  work  requir- 
ing professional  skill  and  involving  personal  hazard.  He  most 
first  inform  himself  of  the  libellanfs  capacity,  and  then  most 
properly  he  might  expect  of  him  any  reasonable  service  within 
his  ability  to  render.  The  libellant  proves,  that  when  he  re- 
fused to  go  over  the  sides  of  the  ship  on  the  staging,  he  offered 
to  do  any  work  on  the  ship's  deck.  The  master  gives  no 
evidence  that  his  experience  or  capacity  qualified  him  to 
venture  safely  on  a  staging  at  sea  whilst  the  ship  was  under 
way.  I  think  it  was  incumbent  on  him  in  order  to  justify 
such  order  and  the  infliction  of  punishment  by  way  of  dose 
confinement  on  board  for  disobedience  of  it  by  libellant,  to 
prove  the  man  possessed  experience  and  capacity  enabling 
him  to  fulfil  the  order  with  safety.  In  my  opinion,  the  mas- 
ter in  this  act  transcended  his  reasonable  and  rightful  powers. 
He  could  no  more  enforce  the  orders  against  the  libellant,  on 
the  facts  in  evidence  before  the  Court,  than  he  could  have 
done  to  any  man  found  on  board  not  shipped  as  one  of  the 
crew.  And  even  if  he  claimed  authority  over  him  under  his 
broken  contract,  he  was  bound  to  inform  himself  whether  a 
man  who  shipped  as  cook,  and  had  only  served  with  him  as 
such,  was  also  competent  to  perform  the  duty  of  a  seaman, 
before  imposing  on  him  any  service  apparently  hazardous, 
and  which  might  involve  danger  to  his  life. 

The  wrongful  conduct  of  the  libellant  at  Liverpool,  no 
doubt  conduced  to  the  harsh  proceedings  adopted  by  the  re- 
spondent at  sea.  The  libellant  was  afterwards  restored  to 
his  first  position  as  cook  on  board,  and  spoke  to  his  compan- 
ions of  this  transeustion  as  of  no  importance,  and  said  he 
should  take  no  further  notice  of  it ;  and  though  the  Court 
is  compelled  to  pronounce  in  his  favor  that  a  tort  has  been 
committed,  yet  it  cannot  be  regarded  one  aggravated  by  any 
manifestation  of  vindictive  feelings  or  cruel  purpose  on  the 
part  of  the  respondent. 

In  view  of  the  antecedent  misconduct  of  the  libellant  in  the 
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same  particular,  and  the  apparent  reconciliation  between  the 
parties,  in  his  restoration  to  his  former  place,  and  it  is  to  be 
assumed  the  payment  of  full  wages  to  him  out  and  home,  as 
he  claims  no  balance  of  wages,  I  shall  decree  him  damages 
against  the  respondent,  Hallett,  only  to  the  amount  of  fifty 
dojlars  and  costs,  for  the  improper  imprisonment  and  treat- 
ment to  which  he  was  subjected.  Decree  Cbccordit^ly. 


w 

Martin  v.  Walkbr. 

The  general  course  of  AdmiraUj  procedure  in  this  country  requires  a  sworn  libel 

as  the  foundation  of  any  process  of  arrest  of  person  or  property.  *l 
When  a  libel  is  verified  by  an  attorney  in  fact  of  the  libellant, — as  in  case  of  the 
^  libellant's  absence,  &c., — ^it  is  not  necessary  that  the  authority  of  the  attorney  to 

act  should  be  made  to  appear  when  he  attests  the  libel  or  files  it ;  it  is  enough  if 

he  establishes  such  authority  when  it  is  called  in  question. 
A  mere  general  employment  as  proctor  or  attorney  at  law  to  prosecute  a  demand 

in  a  Court  of  Admiralty,  is  not  sufficient  to  authorize  the  party  employed  to 

verify  a  libel  as  attorney  in  fact  of  the  libellant. 
No  action  can  be  maintained  in  a  Court  of  Adnflr^^by  one  ship-owner  against 

another  to  collect  a  balance  to  be  determined  idHPor  of  the  libellant  on  the 

settlement  of  the  joint  accounts  of  the  parties.^ 
In  holding  a  respondent  to  bail,  a  Court  of  Admiralty  will  be  gove^ed  much  by 

the  equitable  considerations  of  the  case. 
Accordingly,  where  a  libellant  procured  the  arrest  of  respondent  in  a  suit  brought 

in  a  district  different  from  that  in  which  they  both  resided,  upon  a  stale  demand, 

of  small  amount,  and  which  was  already  in  litigation  between  the  parties  in  the 

Courts  of  the  State  in  which  they  dwelt, — Hddf  that  the  respondent  ought  to  be 

discharged  from  the  arrest. 
A  motion  to  set  aside  an  arrest,  feunded  on  irregularity  in  the  libellant's  proceed- 
•    ings,  is  not  within  Rule  25  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  will  not  be  denied  of  course, 

merely  because  it  was  not  made  at  the  earliest  day  practicable  after  the  arrest. 


1  Compare  the  case  of  Duryee  v.  Elkins,  ante^  529,  where  it  is  held  that 
Admiralty  has  not  jurisdiction  to  take  an  account  of  the  profits  of  the  voyage 
and  determine  the  share  due  to  a  seaman  employed  on  a  '>  lay "  or  share  of 
the  proceeds. 
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This  was  a  libel  in  personam  filed  by  Molford  M.  Martiii 
against  Lewis  M.  Walker,  to  recover  for  supplies  and  mate- 
rials famished  to  vessels  of  the  respondent 

The  cause  now  came  before  the  Court  on  a  motion  to  set 
aside  the  arrest  of  the  respondent,  and  discharge  the  recogni- 
zance of  bail  given  by  him. 

The  facts  involved  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court 

Scoles  Sf  Cooper^  and  E.  W.  Stoughton^  for  the  motion. 

Beebe  Sf  Donohue^  opposed. 

Betts,  J.  The  defendant  moves  to  set  aside  his  arrest  in 
this  cause,  and  that  the  recognizance  of  bail  given  by  him 
therein  for  the  limits,  be  discharged. 

Both  p^ities  are  residents  of  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
and  were  such  when  this  suit  was  instituted.  On  the  2d  of 
August  last,  a  libel  in  personam  was  filed,  demanding  of  the 
defendant  the  payment  of  about  $2,700,  for  supplies  and 
materials  furnished  by  the  libellant  to  two  vessels  alleged  to 
be  owned  by  the  respondent.  The  account  is  of  long  stand- 
ing, the  advances  t^^I^  schooner  Copper  having  been  made 
more  than  ten  yeaiPbince,  and  to  the  schooner  Roanoke  be- 
tween the  years  1836  and  1841. 

The  libel  alleges  that  supplies  to  the  amount  of  $13,000 
were  furnished  to  the  Roanoke,  of  which  sum  there  yet  re- 
mains due  and  unpaid  about  $2,150,  besides  interest,  and  in 
like  manner  to  the  schooner  Copper  to  the  amount  of  $139. 

The  respondent  in  his  affidavit  swears  that  the  libellant  was 
part  owner  with  him  of  the  schooner  Roanoke,  and  that  what- 
ever supplies  were  obtained  for  her  were  furnished  on  account 
of  the  joint  owners,  and  not  for  him  individually.  He  further 
asserts  that  the  charges  in  respect  to  the  Copper,  passed  into 
the  subsequent  account  in  relation  to  the  Roanoke,  and  have 
been  adjusted  between  the  parties  in  that  account,  and  upon 
the  merits  of  the  case  avers  that  he  is  not  indebted  to  the 
libellant,  but  that  a  balance  is  due  him  on  their  transactions. 
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It  is  moreover  stated  that  the  whole  subject-matter  is  now  in 
litigation  between  the  parties  on  cross-bills  filed  by  them 
respectively,  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  the  State  of  New 
Jersey. 

Five  objecftons  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  maintain  this 
action  are  taken. 

That  the  libel  was  not  authenticated  according  to  the  re- 
quirement of  the  rules  of  this  Court,  and  that  the  process  of 
attachment  issued  thereon  was  irregular.     # 

That  no  such  affidavit  of  debt  was  made  by  the  libellant  as 
would  entitie  him  to  hold  the  respondent  to  bail  in  the  suit. 

That  one  part  owner  cannot  sue  another  in  Admiralty  to 
recover  advances  made  for  their  joint  benefit 

That  the  demands  are  stale,  and  Jf  not  actually  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations,  yet  the  Court  of  Admiralty  will  not 
give  a  party  in  such  case  the  advantage  of  an  arrest  and  im- 
prisonment of  the  debtor  on  mesne  proofs. 

That  the  voluntary  selection  of  a  home  tribunal  by  the  par- 
ties, for  the  litigation  of  these  claims,  precludes  both  firom 
arresting  each  other  out  of  that  jurisdiction  on  the  demands. 

1.  The  attestation  to  the  libel  is  made  in  the  name  of  the 
libellant  '<  by  C.  Donahue^  his  attorney ^^  and  in  the  jurat  it  is 
stated,  that  '<  ^e  libellant  is  sick^  and  absent  from  the  district^ 
and  could  not  swear  to  the  libel^^  and  the  commissioner  certi- 
fies that  Donohue  appeared  before  him,  '*  who  signed  the  libel 
as  attorney  in  fact  for  the  libelUmtP 

For  the  respondent  it  is  insisted  that  no  fact  is  made  to 
appear  on  this  jurat  authorizing  the  authentication  of  the  Ubel 
otherwise  than  by  the  oath  of  the  party  himself,  and  that  no 
arrest  can  be  made  of  a  party  unless  a  libel  regularly  attested 
on  oath  is  previously  filed. 

The  general  course  of  Admiralty  practice  here  unquestion- 
ably requires  a  sworn  libel  as  the  foundation  of  any  process 
of  attach^Qient,  (Benedicts  Pr.  §  413 ;  Dunlap^s  Pr^  2d  ed., 

49* 
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126-128 ;  Betts's  IV.  22,  23 ;  Gmlding's  Pr.  423,)  although 
the  affidavit  which  justifies  the  airest  need  not,  it  would 
seem,  be  made  on  the  libel,  but  may  be  a  separate  deposition. 
Sup.  Ct.  Rules f  7.  Such  was  the  practice  in  the  English  Admi- 
ralty, as  the  warrant  of  arrest  issued  previous  to  nling  the  libeL 
Clarke's  Pr.  tit  1  and  19 ;  2  Browne's  Civ.  ^  Adm.  L.  410, 
411,  432,  434. 

The  rule  of  this  Ck>urt  requires  th&  verification  to  be  in  the 
libel  itself.  Rutf3.  This  oath  must  be  made  by  the  party 
himself,  {Rule  4,)  unless  the  libellant  is  absent  from  the 
United  States,  or  resides  out  of  this  district,  and  more  than 
one  hundred  miles  from  the  city  of  New  York,  {Rule  93,)  in 
which  cases  it  may  be  made  by  an  attorney  in  fact  or  proc- 
tor,    lb.  • 

In  the  present  instance  the  libellant's  residence  was  out  of 
the  district,  but  less  than  the  distance  of  one  hundred  miles 
from  the  city.  The  case  did  not  accordingly  exist  as  one  in 
which  the  oath  of  the  party  himself  could  be  dispensed  with, 
and  the  libel  must  be  regarded  as  insufficiently  authenticated 
without  it. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  authority  of  the  attorney  in  fact 
to  act  for  the  principal  should  be  made  to  appear  when  he 
attests  to  or  files  the  libel.  It  is  sufficient  for  him  to  estab- 
lish that  authority  when  it  is  called  in  question. 

The  affidavit  of  the  libellant  himself  is  read  on  this  motion 
for  that  purpose.  It  is  exceedingly  loose  and  ambiguous  on 
this  point,  and  goes  no  further  than  to  swear  that  the  proctors 
were  authorized  and  empowered  to  take  all  steps,  in  his  ab- 
sence, for  the  collection  of  the  debt,  and  to  assert  that  the  suit 
is  brought  for  his  own  benefit  and  with  his  consent  and  appro- 
bation. 

On  a  question  of  rightful  authority  in  the  agent,  something 
more  than  general  and  loose  statements  of  that  kind  should 
be  produced  to  support  his  acts.  If  no  positive  and  formal 
appointment  need  be  shown,  at  least  there  should  be  an  ex- 


SEPTEMBER,  1850.  583 

Martin  v.  Walker.  « 

plicit  recognition  of  such  agent  in  the  character  of  an  attorney 
in  fact,  to  uphold  his  assuming  that  representation. 

Mr.  Donohue  testifies,  in  his  affidavit,  that  he  verified  the 
libel  as  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  had  full  power  and 
authority  to  verify  the  libel,  and  was  fully  authorized  to  file 
the  same.' 

It  is  to  be  remarked  that  the  libel  was  filed  in  the  name  of 
Mr.  Beebe  as  proctor,  and  Mr.  Donohue  as  advocate,  and  that 
these  gentlemen  are  connected  in  business  in  practice  at  this 
bar.  All  that  Mr.  Donohue  states  in  his  affidavit  may  be 
satisfied  by  the  general  retaining  or  authorization  of  these 
gentlemen  as  attorneys  to  prosecute  this  demand,  without 
there  having  been  any  direct  and  express  appointment  of  Mr. 
Donohue  as  attorney  in  fact  or  special  agent  in  the  matter. 
Attorneys  in  law  are  agents  of  the  principal,  ( Siori/  on  Agency ^ 
§  23) ;  but  attorneys  in  fact  are  so  called  in  contradistinc* 
tion  to  attorneys  in  law,  and  may  include  all  other  agents 
employed  in  any  business,  or  authorized  to  do  any  act  or  acts 
en  pais  for  another,    lb,  §  25. 

Judge  Story,  however,  observes,  the  appellation  sometimes 
designates  persons  who  act  under  a  special  agency  or  a  spe- 
cial letter  of  attorney ;  so  that  they  are  appointed  in  factum  ; 
for  the  deed  or  act  to  be  done,  lb,  §  25.  This  position  is 
supported  by  reference  to  Bacon's  Abridgment,  but  Bacon 
clearly  regards  it  as  necessary,  in  order  to  constitute  an  attor- 
ney in  fact,  that  his  authority  should  be  delegated  by  deed. 
1  Bac.  Abr.  306,  tit.  Attorney. 

So  Com^  distinguishes  between  attorneys  in  Court  ( Com. 
Diff,  at  Attorney,  B.)  and  attorneys  for  other  purposes,  {lb,  tit 
Attorney,  C.  1) ;  and  lays  down  the  principle  that,  in  the  latter 
case,  the  appointment  must  be  by  deed  or  letter,     J&.  5. 

Admitting,  however,  that  a  parol  appointment  is  iiufficient, 
it  would  seem  that  the  nature  of  the  authority  delegated,  in 
the  fair  import  of  the  rule  of  this  Court,  would  require  an  ex- 
press authorization  to  do  the  particular  act,  when  done  by 
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one  as  agent  and  not  as  proctor.  One  cannot,  by  virtae  of 
his  retainer  as  attorney  in  law,  assume  to  act  in  the  cause  in 
the  character  of  attorney  in  fact  It  does  not  appear,  upon  the 
proofs  offered  vf  this  case,  that  any  other  authorization  was 
given  by  the  libellant  than  the  usual  one  given  to  attorneys 
in  Court  to  prosecute  and  collect  demands.  Upon  a  case 
standing  in  that  attitude,  it  is  plain  that  the  libellant  could 
not  rightfully  take  an  order  to  hold  the  defendant  to  bail. 

2.  The  oath  of  indebtedness  attached  to  tiie  libel  is  not 
sufficiently  positive  to  satisfy  the  rule  on  that  subject  The 
evidence  of  indebtedness  must  be  direct  and  explicit,  and  the 
agent  states  nothing  beyond  his  information  and  belief  de- 
duced from  the  examination  of  documents.  OraJumfs  IV., 
1st  ed.,  130 ;  1  Archb.  iV.  52,  53,  58,  65.  The  preliminary 
affidavit  being  requisite  in  Admiralty  Courts  in  order  to  hold 
to  bail,  the  English  rule  with  regard  to  the  requirements  of 
such  affidavit  would  naturally  be  adopted  as  the  practice  of 
that  Court,  especially  as  it  is  the  guide  to  the  practice  of  the 
Circuit  Court,  and  that  Court  supplies  the  authority  to  the 
District  Court  in  matters  of  procedure  not  regulated  by  spe- 
cific rules.  DisU  Ct.  Rules^  260.  Supplemental  affidavits,  to 
make  up  a  case  sufficient  to  justify  holding  to  bail,  were  not 
allowed  in  this  State,  (Norton  v.  Bamum,  20  Johns,  337,) 
upon  the  English  distinction,  that  affidavits  to  cure  defects  in 
the  original  one  upon  which  the  defendant  was  held  to  bail, 
were  not  admissible. 

They  could  not  be  allowed  to  retroact  so  as  to  authorize 
continuing  the  defendant  under  bail  when  he  had  iieen  arrested 
by  means  of  a  defective  affidavit 

3.  The  libellant,  in  his  affidavit,  does  not  deny  the  allegation 
of  the  respondent's  deposition  that  he  was  part^^wner  with 
the  libellant  in  the  Roanoke.  He  asserts  that  he  made  the 
advances  claimed  in  the  character  of  ship's  husband,  and  that 
the  respondent  is  responsible  to  him  for  them.  That  may  be 
so  upon  a  due  adjustment  of  the  legal  and  equitable  rights 
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of  the  parties,  but  this  is  not  a  competent  tribunal  through 
which  to  enforce  such  adjustment.  The  acknowledged  fact 
that  both  parties  are  prosecuting  ^uits  against  each  other  in 
New  Jersey,  in  chancery,  upon  these  claims,  indicates  plainly 
enough  that  the  subject-matter  is  not  one  of  simple  indebt- 
edness on  the  part  of  the  one  to  the  other.  A  libel  cannot 
be  maintained  in  this  Court  by  one  o^^itier  against  another, 
to  collect  a  balance  to  be  determined  in  his  favor  on  the  set- 
tlement of  their  joint  accounts.  The  Fairplay,^  {M8S.)  1830. 
The  instance  side  of  the  Ck>urt  exercises  in  such  cases  no 
higher  or  other  functions  than  a  court  of  law,  and  before  either 
tribunal  it  would  be  a  bar  to  such  action,  to  show  that  it  was 
founded  upon  a  counter  and  unadjusted  responsibility  of  joint 
owners,  it  being  insisted  upon  by  each  party  that  his  advances 
to  the  common  concern  had  been  greater  that  those  of  his 
associate. 

4.  This  objection  does  not  apply  to  the  small  sum  of  $139 
accruing  from  supplies  furnished  to  the  schooner  Copper,  and 
if  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  had  been  made  for  that  demand 
alone,  it  might,  perhaps,  stand  on  the  footing  of  an  ordinary 
action  by  a  material-man  against  the  owner  of  a  vessel. 

In  matters  of  bail,  however,  the  Court  will  be  governed 
much  by  the  equitable  circumstances  of  each  case.  In  this 
instance,  the  demapd  is  exceedingly  stale,  and  there  is  no 
allegation  that  the  respondent  could  not  have  been  arrested 
upon  it  within  a  reasonable  period  after  the  indebtedness  had 
been  incurred.  Its  justness  is  now  denied  by  the  affidavit 
of  the  respondent,  and  it  is  one  of  the  subjects  of  litigation 
between  the  parties  in  their  chancery  suits.  Under  such 
circumstances  it  would  not  be  reasonable  or  equitable  to  com- 
pel the  respondent  to  give  bail  to  this  action  in  a  State  foreign 
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to  his  domicil,  and  litigate  the  matter  away  firom  bis  own 
residence  and  that  of  the  libellant,  especially  when  it  was 
already  in  prosecution  between  them  before  a  home  tribunal 
All  unwarranted  airests  may  be  vacated,  {BjoU  36,)  and  the 
Ck>urt  may,  at  its  discretion,  mitigate  or  enhance  bail  accord- 
ing to  the  rights  of  parties.  Betts's  Pr.  40.  It  appears  to  me 
that  there  is  no  pro^r  ground  in  this  case  for  the  plaintiff  to 
bold  the  defendant  under  arrest  for  a  demand  disputed  by  the 
latter,  and  which  accrued  more  than  ten  years  since. 

5.  I  am  not  disposed  to  lay  out  of  view  the  fact  that  the 
parties  have  selected  a  domestic  forum  for  litigating  these 
matters,  which  are  now  on  investigation  before  it.  Although 
I  do  not  say  that  such  fact  is  a  legal  bar  to  an  action  in  this 
Court  on  the  same  matters,  it  ought  nevertheless  to  have  a 
bearing  in  determining  this  question  upon  the  equities  be- 
tween the  parties.  If  the  respondent  has  made  his  motion  in 
due  time,  he  is  entitied,  upon  the  principles  already  indicated, 
to  his  discbarge,  because  of  the  defectiveness  or  irregularity 
of  the  proceeding  on  his  arrest.  Should  his  delay  in  making 
the  application  interfere  with  such  relief  as  an  absolute  right, 
the  equitable  circumstances  may  properly  be  regarded  by  the 
Court  in  determining  whether  he  ought  to  be  longer  held  in 
imprisonment  in  a  controversy  so  circumstanced. 

It  is  supposed  by  the  libellant,  that  Rule  25  of  the  Circuit 
Court  governs  the  case,  and  that  the  respondent  is  precluded 
making  any  application  for  relief  after  four  days  from  his 
arrest.  That  rule,  it  must  be  remarked,  does  not  in  terms 
cover  this  case.  The  prohibition  .is  in  respect  to  orders  to 
show  cause  of  action,  to  mitigate  bail,  or  for  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars, all  of  which  presuppose  regularity  in  the  proceedings, 
and  only  provide  for  relief  to  the  party  proceeded  against  in 
connection  with  the  continuation  of  tlie  suit. 

This  application  is  founded  upon  irregularity  and  defective- 
ness in  the  proceedings  of  the  libellant,  and  the  respondent 
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may  rightfully  appeal  to  the  Court  for  protection  against  it  at 
any  time  after  it  is  reasonably  presumable  he  had  means  of 
ascertaining  such  irregularity,  and  especially  when  he  has 
done  nothing  on  his  part  to  waive  or  cure  it. 

The  arrest  was  made  early  in  August  last,  and  the  respon- 
dent was  confined,  in  close  prison  thereon  about  ten  days 
thereafter.  No  stated  term  of  the  Court  has  been  held  since 
the  arrest  until  the  present  sitting,  nor  has  the  Judge  been  re- 
siding in  the  city  so  that  application  could  have  been  made 
to  him  personally  for  relief  previous  to  the  term  now  in  ses- 
sion. Although  the  movement  has  not  been  at  the  very  open- 
ing of  the  Court,  yet  it  does  not  appear  that  there  has  been 
any  intentional  delay  or  laches  on  the  part  of  the  respondent, 
and  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  should  not  lose  his  claim  to  relief 
by  the  omission  to  bring  forward  his  motion  at  the  earliest 
day  practicable. 

The  order  will  accordingly  be,  that  he  be  discharged  from 
arrest  on  his  stipulating  not  to  bring  an  action  for  false  im- 
prisonment against  the  libellant,  or  his  attorney  in  fact. 

If  it  was  important  to  the  interests  of  the  libellant  that  his 
remedy  should  be  sought  in  an  Admiralty  Court,  he  would 
have  had  easy  access  to  the  one  in  New  Jersey,  where  both 
parties  reside,  and  his  arrest  of  the  defendant  in  New  York 
was  needless  and  vexatious. 

The  defendant  is  accordingly  to  be  paid  his  taxed  costs  on 
this  motion. 

Order  accordingly. 
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Where  a  cause  is  referred  to  experts  to  ascertain  and  report  npon  facts  appertain- 
ing to  their  calling  or  experience,  it  is  the  settled  rule,  both  at  law  and  in  Admi- 
ralty, to  adopt  the  decision  of  the  referees,  unless  there  is  a  manifest  preponder- 
ance of  testimony  against  it. 

Where,  bj  the  terms  of  a  contract  for  work  and  materials,  a  part  of  the  contract 
price  is  to  be  paid  in  instalments  as  the  wojj^  advances,  the  employer  is  not 
entitled,  on  the  adjustment  of  a  decree  for  a  balance  remaining  due  on  the 
work,  to  be  credited  with  interest  on  the  payments  made  by  him  while  it  was 
adyancing. 

Where  a  party  contracting  to  furnish  labor  and  materials  has  completely  fulfilled 
the  contract  on  his  part  in  due  time,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  in  a  suit  for  the 
compensation  stipulated  by  the  contract,  interest  on  the  amount  due  him,  at 
least,  from  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 

But  where,  in  such  case,  the  right  of  the  party  to  recover  his  compensation  under 
the  contract  is  doubtful  and  contested  on  reasonable  grounds,  and  the  amount 
due  him  requires  to  be  adjusted  by  the  proceedings  in  the  suit,  interest  is  only 
recoverable  after  the  right  of  the  party  to  recover,  and  the  amount  of  his  recoveiy 
have  been  determined. 

If  in  such  case  the  report  of  referees  fixing  the  amount  due  to  libellant  is  ultimately 

•  confirmed,  he  will  be  entitled  to  interest  from  the  filing  the  report,  although  both 
parties  have  excepted  to  the  report,  and  prosecuted  their  exceptions  to  a  hearing 
with  a  view  to  have  it  set  aside. 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem  by  "  The  Allaire  Works,"  a  corpora- 
tion created  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York  against 
the  steamboat  Isaac  Newton,  to  recover  for  an  engine,  &c., 
supplied  to  that  boat. 

The  cause  was  before  the  Court  in  July,  1847,  when  a  de- 
cree was  rendered  affirming  the  right  of  libellants  to  recover 
upon  their  demand,  subject  to  certain  deductions  to  be  made 
in  favor  of  the  claimants.  The  proceedings  had  at  th^t  time 
are  reported,  ante^  11. 

By  the  decree  then  rendered,  a  special  reference  was  directed 
to  commissioners,  to  be  selected  by  the  parties  and  approved 
by  the  Court,  of  several  particulars  embraced  in  the  action. 
The  commissioners  were  directed  to   ascertain  what  extra 
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work  was  done  by  the  libellants  beyond  that  embraced  by  the 
contract,  and  what  was  the  valne  thereof;  what  wotild  be  the 
cost  of  altering  and  improving  the  boilers  so  as  to  conform 
them  to  cerftdn  specifications  prescribed  in  the  contract ;  and 
also  what  payments  were  made  by  the  claimants  for  wharf- 
age, instirance,  &c.,  on  the  boat,  from  May  Idth  to  October  8, 
1846. 

On  February  20, 1849,  by  consent  of  parties,  Hon.  R.  Hyde 
Walworth,  William  Kemble,  and  S.  Bartlett  Stone,  were  de- 
signated as  such  commissioners. 

The  commissioners  made  up  and  signed  their  report  May 
11, 1849 ;  and  on  July  3d,  thereafter,  it  was  filed  in  Court 
The  findings  of  the  commissioners  were  as  follows : — 

That  the  labor  and  materials  charged  by  the  libellants  as 
extra,  beyond  the  contract  in  the  account  attached  to  their 
libel,  for  gallows  frames  and  suspension  firames,  for  additional 
boiler  bearers,  iron  pans  for  holding  cement,  lengthening  bolts 
for  king  posts,  braces,  whitewashing,  covmng  shafts,  oil 
cups,  passenger  bell  and  fixtures,  bands  for  casing  of  cylinder, 
mahogany  for  box,  fixing  chandelier,  pawl-wrench  and  drills, 
and  mercury,  were  not  properly  and  fairly  for  appurtenances 
to  the  engine  or  boilers  as  modern  improvements  to  approved 
boilers  and  engines  known  and  used  on  the  Hudson  River  in 
the  year  1845,  but  were  extra  work. 

That  the  charges  for  tools,  bells  and  fixtures,  above  men- 
tioned, do  not  embrace  any  which  were  necessary  tools,  fix- 
tures and  bells  for  the  said  engine.  That  the  fair  and  rea- 
sonable value  and  worth  of  the  labor  and  materials  so  charged 
for,  on  October  8, 1846,  was  the  sum  of  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  one  dollars  and  sixty-eight  cents.  That  no  other 
of  the  charges  for  extra  work  were  for  work  that  was  extra. 

That  the  reasonable  cost  and  expense  on  October  8, 1846, 
of  so  altering  and  improving  the  said  boilers,  according  to  the 
said  decree,  as  that  they  should  supply  the  said  engine  at  least 
forty  pounds  of  pressure  of  steam  to  the  square  inch  of  the 
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piston  of  said  engine,  with  the  throttle  wide  open,  and  aLso 
so  as  to  reduce  the  consumption  of  fuel  proportioned  to  that 
consumed  by  boilers  of  approved  construction  with  the  modem 
improvements  employed  on  the  Hudson  River  •anterior  to 
November  1, 1845,  is  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars. 

That  the  expense  or  value  of  braces  or  rims  to  the  water- 
wheels  sufficient  to  render  the  same  secure  when  the  said 
engine  is  worked  with  the  power  referred  to  in  said  decree, 
is  the  sum  of  seven  hundred  dollars ;  estimated  at  the  value 
on  October  8,  1846. 

And  that  the  payments  and  disbursements  actually  and 
necessarily  made  or  incurred  by  the  claimants  between  the 
15th  day  of  May  and  the  18th  day  of  October,  1846,  for 
wharfage  for  said  steamboat,  for  insurance  on  her,  and  for 
keeper's  wages  on  board  her,  amount  to  the  sum  of  seven 
hundred  and  fifty-four  dollars  and  twenty-eight  cents. 

Both  libellants  and  claimants  filed  exceptions  to  the  report ; 
and  the  cause  now  came  before  the  Court  upon  these  except 
tions. 

Mr.  Moorej  for  the  libellants. 

H.  &  Dodge^  for  the  claimants. 

Betts,  J.  The  exceptions  taken  by  both  parties  relate 
substantially  to  the  allowance  of  $5,000  made  by  the  com- 
missioners to  the  claimants,  because  of  the  insufficient  or 
defective  construction  of  the  boilers  by  the  libellants ;  the 
one  party  contending  it  is  too  high,  and  the  other  that  it  is 
insufficient  and  short  of  the  injury  proved.  To  this  point,  it 
appears,  the  main  attention  of  the  commissioViers  was  directed 
in  taking  proofs,  and  on  the  argument  before  them. 

The  testimony  taken  in  Court  on  the  hearing  was  laid 
before  them,  some  of  the  same  witnesses  were  reexamined  by 
them,  and  additional  ones  were  produced,  to  the  end  that  this 
branch  of  the  case  might  receive  the  most  searching  and  de- 
tailed consideration. 
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Mach  of  the  evidence  upon  this  point  was  necessarily 
hypothetical,  and,  as  might  be  expected,  widely  variant  in  its 
suggestions  and  inferences.  This  difficulty  was  perceived 
and  felt  by  the  Court  on  the  hearing,  and  the  reference  in  the 
case  was  directed  chiefly  in  order  to  have  facts  of  this  character 
presented  to  men  of  practical  experience,  who  could  better 
appreciate  the  application  and  effect  of  the  testimony  than 
the  Ck)urt  could  hope  to  do,  and  whose  judgment  would  be 
framed  with  higher  advantages  for  accuracy  than  the  Court 
could  expect  to  command  on  a  hearing  in  its  presence*  The 
commissioners  were  selected  with  a  view  to  their  qualifica- 
tions in  respect  to  all  matters  which  were  to  be  brought  before 
them.  They  have  given,  it  seems,  a  full  and  patient  hearing 
to  the  parties,  and  the  result  of  their  examination  of  the  sub- 
jects is  expressed  in  the  report  signed  by  them  and  on  file. 
I  do  not  feel  that  the  argument  on  the  exceptions  has  brought 
to  my  mind  any  well-grounded  cause  for  disapproving  that 
result 

The  commissioners  have  not  particularized  the  defects  they 
discovered  in  the  construction  of  the  boilers,  nor  pointed  out 
what  changes  they  regarded  as  important  to  be  made,  nor 
designated  the  manner  in  which  the  sum  of  $5,000,  allowed 
by  them  on  account  of  the  deficiency  of  the  boilers,  could  be 
applied  to  their  improvement  or  alteration  so  as  to  produce 
the  amount  of  steam  required  by  the  contract  The  order  of 
reference  did  not  enjoin  upon  them  the  duty  of  so  doing. 

Their  attention  was  most  carefully  called  to  the  point,  on 
the  part  of  the  libellants,  that  the  head  of  steam  demanded, 
according  to  the  decree,  could  be  readily  and  certainly  secured 
without  any  alteration  of  the  boilers,  and  the  witnesses  gave 
in  full  their  theories  upon  that  hypothesis.  Their  estimates 
brought  the  expenses,  for  any  useful  changes  which  could  be 
proposed,  down  as  low  as  three  or  four  hundred  dollars  for 
each  boiler. 

These  theories  and  estimates  were  combated  by  testimony 
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on  the  part  of  the  claimants^  who  considered  it  must  cost  six 
or  seven  thousand  dollars  for  each  boiler,  to  place  them  in  a 
condition  to  supply  the  steam  demanded  by  this  engine. 

The  exposition  of  the  reasons  upon  which  the  decree  was 
founded,  shows  that  it  was  not  contemplated  by  the  Court  to 
adjudicate  the  point,  that  an  alteration  in  the  shape  or  size  of 
the  boilers  must  necessarily  be  made.  The  decree  indicated 
distinctly  the  object  to  be  attained,  and  which  this  engine  and 
apparatus  (including  the  boilers)  have  flailed  to  accompliab,  and 
the  advice  of  competent  officers  or  commissioners  was  invoked 
to  determine  what  expense  would  be  necessary  to  effect  that 
object.  Two  of  them  are  men  of  extensive  experience  in 
these  matters,  and  their  opinions,  after  hearing  all  the  jvoofs, 
both  as  to  the  necessity  of  changes  in  the  construction  of  the 
boilers,  and  the  cost  involved  in  such  changes,  must  neces- 
sarily have  great  weight  in  determining  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  on  the  subject  The  inquiry  related  solely  to  matters 
of  fact  and  mechanical  expediencies,  and  I  should  distrust  any 
conclusions  of  my  own  at  variance  with  the  judgment  of  the 
commissioners  on  such  particulars. 

Had  these  gentlemen,  sat  with  the  Court  in  the  capacity  of 
auditors,  on  the  hearing,  I  should  have  deferred  to  tiieir  judg- 
ment on  facts  of  a  professional  character,  as  justly  entitled  to 
control  my  own  when  not  palpably  in  conflict  with  the  testi- 
mony. And  although  in  reperusing  the  proofs  taken  at  the 
hearing,  and  reading  over  carefully  that  given  before  the  com- 
missioners, I  might  regard  it  as  tending  to  prove  that  a  much 
greater  outlay  would  be  required  to  place  this  engine  in  the 
condition  stipulated  for  in  the  agreement,  yet  if  I  had  pos- 
sessed the  advantage  of  a  personal  conference  with  them, 
their  explanations  of  matters  merely  mechanical,  might  well 
have  convinced  me  that  my  impression  was  eironeous,  and 
that  their  opinion  was  most  to  be  relied  upon. 

In  cases  of  reference,  out  of  Court,  to  experts  to  ascertain 
and  report  upon  facts  appertaining  to  their  calling  or  expert- 
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ence,  it  appears  to  be  the  settled  rule  of  law  to  adopt  their 
decision,  unless  there  is  a  manifest  preponderance  of  testi- 
mony  against  it.  Doyle's  Adm'rs  v.  Si  James's  Church, 
7  Wend.  178.  Such  is  also  the  established  usage  with  mari- 
time courts  in  reviewing  the  decisions  of  inferior  tribunals 
upon  matters  of  fact 

There  are  various  ways,  in  consonance  with  the  evidence, 
in  which  material  alterations  may  be  made  in  the  apparatus 
for  generating  steam,  without  an  expense  exceeding  ^5,000, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  commissioners,  whether  these  methods 
would  be  efficacious  and  sufficient,  is  more  satisfactory  to  the 
Court  than  its  own  opinion  would  be,  not  so  aided,  upon 
subjects  so  purely  mechanical  and  professional. 

The  minor  exceptions  were  not  pressed  on  the  argument, 
and  I  discover  no  cause  for  departing  from  the  conclusions 
adopted  by  the  commissioners  in  the  allowances  made  by 
them  to  the  parties  respectively  in  these  particulars. 

The  report  is  accordingly  confirmed  in  all  its  parts. 

The  libellants  insist  they  are  entitled  to  interest  upon  the 
balance  which  the  Court  may  decree  them,  from  the  delivery 
of  the  vessel  and  engine  to  the  claimants.  The  question  of 
costs  is  abo  involved  in  the  decree  to  be  finally  rendered. 

On  the  8th  of  October,  »at  which  time  the  libellants  claim 
their  contract  was  fully  performed,  they  had  been  paid  from 
time  to  time,  as  the  work  progressed,  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  agreement,  the  sum  of  $35,000.  The  claim- 
ants contended,  that  if  an  interest  account  is  raised,  they  are 
entitled  to  receive  it  on  these  advances. 

This  claim  manifestly  cannot  be  supported.  The  advances 
were  to  be  made  before  the  claimants  could  have  any  posses- 
sion or  use  of  the  work,  and  accordingly  interest  on  those 
advances,  or  their  present  value  in  relation  to  the  time  of  the 
completion  of  the  contract,  must  have  entered  into  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties,  and  be  deemed  adequately  provided 
for  in  the  terms  or  consideration  uppn  which  the  work  was  to 
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be  done.  In  effect,  the  interest  on  these  payments  as  respeo 
tively  advanced,  in  addition  to  the  price  named,  $46,000, 
would  be  the  stipulated  or  contract  price  for  the  work  and 
materials. 

Had  the  claimants^  accepted  the  work  on  the  8th  of  Octo- 
ber  as  a  performance  of  the  contract,  there  conld  be  no  ques- 
tion of  the  legal  and  equitable  rights  of  the  parties  in  respect 
to  interest.  It  would  become,  from  such  delivery,  a  portion 
of  the  unpaid  debt  due  the  libellants,  continuing  to  run  with 
the  debt  until  that  was  satisfied  by  the  claimants.  At  least, 
interest  would  have  run  from  the  time  the  suit  was  com- 
menced,  which  was  only  two  days  after,  notwithstanding  the 
contract  was  special.     Foster  v.  Heath,  11  Wend.  478. 

This  is  on  the  idea  that  the  agreement  is  entirely  fulfilled 
on  the  part  of  the  libellants,  and  that  they  are  justly  entitled 
to  the  compensation  stipulated ;  for,  as  a  general  rule,  interest 
cannot  be  enforced  on  uncertain  demands,  or  unliquidated 
damages,  nor  on  damages  demanded  for  non-performance  of 
a  contract.  Hittings  v.  Consequa,  PeU  C.  C.  R.  172 ;  Buck- 
master  V.  Grundy,  3  Oilfiu  (Dl.)  626;  Speer  v.  Van  Qrden, 
2  Penn.  IL  652.  Nor  is  interest  allowed  when  more  is  de- 
manded than  is  due,  or  upon  uncertain  demands  which  are  to 
be  settled  by  process  of  law.  Doyle's  Adm'rs  v,  St  James's 
Church,  7  Wend.  178 ;  HiU  v.  Hall,  20  lb.  51. 

In  this  case,  not  only  w£is  the  balance  rightfully  belonging 
to  the  libellants  to  be  settled  by  process  of  law,  but  abo  a 
question  vital  to  the  right  of  recovery  at  all,  was  in  contestap 
tion  in  the  suit,  with  at  least  reasonable  color  of  grounds  of 
defence  on  the  part  of  the  claimants.  They  conld  not,  ac^ 
oordingly,  be  justly  required  to  recognize  the  demand  or  make 
any  tender  for  its  satisfaction  until  after  the  decree  of  the 
Court  had  fixed  the  right  of  recovery,  and  the  report  of  the 
commissioners  had  liquidated  the  amount. 

It  is  true  both  psurties  dissent  from  the  report,  and  by  their 
exceptions  appeal  to  the  filourt  to  set  it  aside ; — the  libeUants, 
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because  it  awards  them  greatly  less  than  their  just  dues,  and 
the  claimants,  because  it  undervalues  the  damages  they  have 
sustained,  and  which  were  to  be  deducted  from  the  contract 
indebtment.  Still,  according  to  the  ordinary  usage  of  Courts, 
the  report  of  referees  must  be  regarded  as  liquidating  the  un- 
certain damages  so  far  as  to  afford  primd  facte  evidence  that 
the  libellants  were  entitled  to  that  amount,  and  to  put  the  claim- 
ants to  the  election  of  tendering  its  discharge,  or  afterwards 
litigating  its  recovery  at  the  hazard  of  interest  thereon. 

I  shall,  therefore,  allow  interest  on  the  balance  of  06,347.40 
so  reported  by  the  commissioners,  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent. 
per  annum,  from  July  3, 1849,  the  day  the  report  was  filed  in 
Court,  and  thus  became  legal  notice  to  the  claimants.  It  is 
not  made  to  appear  upon  any  evidence  before  the  Court,  that 
the  very  unusual  delay  in  closing  this  case,  which  has  inter- 
vened, since  the  decision  upon  the  merits,  is  ascAbable  to  any 
fault  of  the  claimants,  and  accordingly  interest  vrill  not  be 
carried  back  further  than  the  term  the  report  was  brought  into 
Court. 

The  libellants,  as  actors,  had  the  efficient  control  of  the 
cause,  and  might  have  speeded  its  decision  at  their  option. 
Had  their  efibrts  to  do  so  been  thwarted  by  acts  of  the  claim- 
ants, an  equity  might  then  have  arisen  to  interest  on  the  bal- 
ance ultimately  adjusted,  during  the  period  of  such  interception 
or  procrastination  of  their  suit.  Here  the  delay  was  either  their 
own  or  was  acqtiiesced  in  by  them ;  and  afibrds  no  equitable 
ground  for  the  allowance  of  interest  during  its  continuance. 

I  discern  in  this  case  no  principle  distinguishing  it  from 
those  to  which  the  ordinary  rule  in  respect  to  costs,  applies  ; 
which  is,  that  the  successful  party  recovers  with  the  amount 
in  his  favor,  the  costs  which  have  accrued  in  prosecuting  his 
right 

The  case  has  been  litigated  in  good  faith,  no  doubt,  on  both 
sides.  Had  the  demand  been  defeated  in  toto^  full  costs  would 
have  been  awarded  in  favor  of  the  claimants,  and  the  converse 
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teenced  an  action  without  ever  haying  applied  the  stipulated  tests : — Held, 
that  the  action  was  not  prematnrely  broaght;  as  the  owners,  bf  taking 
possession  of  the  boat  as  their  own,  must  be  regarded  as  having  admitted 
their  liability  to  pay  whatever  was  justly  due  for  the  work  actually  pei^ 
formed.     The  Isaac  Newton,  11. 

ACCOXTNT.  AfFREIQhI M^T,  2,  8,  9.  CoSTS,  4,  5.  FORfilGK  ATTACH- 
MENT. Joinder  of  Actions.  Jurisdiction.  Lien.  Seaman's 
Wages,  l,  2,  8,  4,  5. 

ADMINISTRATOR. 
Costs,  15. 

ADVOCATE. 
Fees,  l. 

AFFREIGHTMENT. 

1.  By  the  general  law  maritime,  the  vessel  is  bound  to  the  shipper  for  the 
performance  of  a  contract  of  affreightment  made  with  the  master,  whether 
by  charter-party,  by  bill  of  lading,  or  by  parol.     The  Flash,  67. 

2.  The  master  of  a  New  York  vessel  contracted,  at  the  port  of  New  York,  to 
transport  a  cargo  across  the  East  River  to  Brooklyn, — a  voyage  less  than 
a  mile  in  length,  but  across  tide  waters.  He  took  a  part  of  the  caigo  on 
board,  but  afterwards  refused  to  take  on  the  residue,  or  to  deliver  that 
already  laden. 

Held,  that  an  action  in  rem  would  lie  both  for  the  refusal  to  receive  on 
board  and  the  refusal  to  deliver;  notwithstanding  that  the  contract  was 
made  in  the  home  port,  and  for  a  voyage  of  so  local  a  character,  and  not- 
withstanding that  only  a  portion  of  the  goods  were  received  on  board,  lb. 
8.  The  master  of  a  vessel  having  contracted  for  the  transportation  of  a  cafgo, 
the  performance  of  the  contract  was  interrupted  while  tiie  lading  of  tiie 
cargo  on  board  was  going  on,  by  the  death  of  the  master,  and  by  the  freez- 
ing up  of  the  vessel.  The  owner  repudiated  the  contract,  and  refused 
either  to  take  on  board  the  residue  of  the  cargo  or  to  deliver  up  that 
already  laden. 

Held,  1.  That  the  contract  was  binding  upon  the  vessel  and  owner. 

2.  That  the  owner  was,  under  the  circumstances,  entitied  to  indulgence 
for  a  reasonable  time,  both  to  procure  a  new  master  and  to  await  the  relief 
of  his  vessel 

8.  That  upon  the  owner's  refusal  to  be  bound  by  the  contract,  the  libel- 
lant  was  entitled  to  proceed  against  the  vessel  for  has  damages. 

4.  That  the  libelRint  could  recover  damages  for  the  value  of  the  brick 
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laden  on  board  and  withheld ; — for  the  coat  of  transporting  the  residue 
from  his  store-bouse  to  the  dock ; — ^for  any  injuries  received  hj  them  while 
they  lay  there  awaiting  the  owner's  acceptance ; — ^and  for  the  difference  in 
his  disfavor,  if  any,  between  the  contract  price  of  transportation  and  his 
actual  expenses  incurred  in  obtaining  another  mode  of  conveyance. 

5.  That  the  libellant  could  not  recover  agsdnst  the  vessel  for  injuries  re- 
ceived by  the  property  after  notice  of  the  owner's  refusal  to  complete  the 
contract,  but  that  the  vessel  was  chargeable  with  the  costs  of  transporting 
the  portion  of  cargo  left  behind,  to  its  place  of  destination.  The  Flash, 
119. 

4.  A  variance  between  the  amount  of  a  cargo  of  grain  as  stated  in  the  meas- 
urer's bill  in  lading  it  on  board,  and  the  amount  of  such  cargo  as  ascer- 
tained on  delivery  at  the  port  of  consignment,  may  be  explained  by  show- 
ing that  the  mode  of  ascertaining  the  quantity  is  such  that  similar  variations 
«|re  necessarily  of  frequent  occurrence.    Manning  v.  Hoover,  188. 

5.  Consignees  are  entitled  to  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  ascertain  whether 
goods  delivered  to  them  correspond  in  quantity  and  condition  with  the  de- 
scription given  in  the  shipping  documents,  and  the  liability  of  the  master 
and  owner  remains  undischarged  during  such  period.  Bradstreet  v.  Heron, 
209. 

6.  A  charter-party,  sounding  wholly  in  covenant,  contained  agreements  on 
the  part  of  the  owner  that  the  vessel  was  fit  for  the  voyage, — ^that  she 
should  take  in  a  cargo  to  be  furnished  by  the  charterer,  reserving  her 
cabin  and  room  for  her  crew,  water,  provisions,  &c., — that  the  privilege  of 
putting  on  board  steerage  passengers  should  belong  solely  to  the  charterer, 
and  that  if  the  ship  should  be  unable  to  carry  cargo  and  passengers  to  the 
stipulated  amount,  there  should  be  a  reduction  of  freight.  On  the  part  of 
the  charterer,  it  was  agreed  that  he  should  furnish  the  cargo — ^should  pay  a 
stipulated  freight  and  demurrage  in  case  of  delay  in  loading,  &c. 

Held,  that  this  charter-party,  construed  under  the  presumption  of  law 
against  a  change  of  ownership,  and  in  the  light  of  the  acts  of  the  parties 
under  it,  was  but  an  affreightment  for  the  voyage,  and  not  a  letting  of  the 
entire  ship,  so  as  to  constitute  the  charterer  owner  for  the  voyage.  The 
Aberfoyle,  242. 

7.  As  between  the  original  parties  to  a  shipment,  it  is  competent  for  them  to 
show  the  actual  condition  of  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  shipment  Baxter 
V.  Leland,  348. 

8.  As  between  the  owner  of  the  cargo  and  the  ship-owner,  the  deliver}'  of 
the  cargo  at  the  port  of  destination  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to 
freight ;  and  without  such  delivery  the  acceptance  of  the  cargo  at  an  inter- 
mediate place  by  the  owner  of  the  cargo,  is  necessary  to  enable  the  ship- 
owner to  recover  either  full  or  pro  rata  freight.  The  Ann  D,  Bichardson, 
499. 
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9.  The  laying  claim  to  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  of  a  cai^  made  by  the  master 
at  an  intermediate  port,  or  the  bringing  suit  for  such  proceeds,  does  not 
amount,  in  law,  to  a  voluntary  acceptance  of  the  cai*go,  or  to  a  ratification  of 
the  act  of  the  master  in  breaking  up  the  voyage.    lb. 

10.  The  owner  of  the  vessel  takes  the  risk  of  working  weather  during  tiie 
time  required  for  the  unlading  of  the  cargo.     Sprague  v.  West,  548. 

11.  The  consignee  takes  the  risk  of  roads  and  means  of  transportation  from 
the  dock ;  and  is  bound  to  take  the  cargo  as  delivered  to  him  at  the  vessel's 
side,  and  to  remove  it  as  fast  as  the  vessel  can  be  reasonably  dischaiged.    Ih. 

Bill  of  Lading.    Freight.    Joinder  op  Actions,  8.    Master,  1,  6. 

Passenger.    Perils  of  the  Seas. 

AGREEMENT. 
Contracts. 

AMENDMENT. 

After  a  full  hearing,  and  the  decision  of  the  Court  that  the  action  is  not  sus- 
tained by  the  proofs,  as  the  pleadings  stand,  it  is  competent  to  the  Court  to 
permit  parties  to  amend  their  pleadings,  so  as  to  embrace  the  merits  of  the 
case.    Davis  v.  Leslie,  12S. 

ANSWER. 

Pleading,  2,  4. 

APPEAL. 
Costs,  19.    Jurisdiction,  19.    Motion,  2. 

ARREST. 

1.  The  non-imprisonment  act  of  the  State  of  New  York  (1  Rev.  Stats.  807,  §  1,) 
is  made  to  be  within  this  State  the  law  of  the  United  States  abo,  by  force 
of  the  acts  of  Congress  of  1830  and  1841 ;  (5  U.  S.  Stais.  321,  410 ;)  but  it 
does  not  embrace  arrests  upon  process  issuing  out  of  a  maritime  court  It 
is  limited  to  civil  process  issuing  out  of  courts  of  law,  and  executions  issuing 
out  of  courts  of  equity.     Gardner  v.  Isaacson,  141. 

2.  The  standing  Rules  of  the  District  Court  relating  to  bail  stipulations  to  be 
given  on  the  execution  of  a  warrant  in  personam,  and  to  the  method  of  en- 
forcing them,  are  superseded  by  the  Supreme  Court  Rules  of  1845,  npqn 
the  same  subject;  and  stipulations  must  now  be  exacted  conformably  to  the 
Supreme  Court  Rules.    Jb. 
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9»  A  respoBdent,  amtted  in  an  Admtraltj  suit,  is  not  aniitled,  upon  the  re- 
turn day  of  the  warrant,  to  be  diseharged  from  arrest,  on  giWng  a  stip- 
ulation for  costSf  pursnant  to  the  EuU  of  the  District  Court,  but  he  must 
remain  in  custody  until  he  ^yes  bond  or  stipulation  to  satisfy  the  decree 
made  against  him.    lb. 

4.  The  Act  of  Congress  of  August  23,  1842,  (4  U.  S.  Stats,  518,  §  6,)  confer- 
ring  upon  the  Supreme  Court  power  to  regulate  the  practice  of  the  Circuit 
and  District  Courts,  taken  in  connection  with  the  roles  promulgated  by  the 
Supreme  Court  under  that  act,  in  1845,  operates  as  a  suspension  of  the 
aete  of  Congress  of  1889  and  1841,  abolishing  imprisonment  for  debt  on 
process  issuing  out  of  the  United  States  Courts  in  all  cases  where,  by  the 
local  law,  it  would  be  abolished.     Gaines  ▼.  TraviSf  422. 

5.  Since  the  adoption  of  the  Rules  of  1845,  parties  are  liable  to  arrest  and 
imprisonment  on  process  issuing  out  of  the  United  States  Courts,  irrespec- 
tive of  subsequent  legislation  in  the  several  States  abolishing  imprisonment 
on  like  process.    lb. 

6.  The  general  course  of  Admiralty  procedure  in  this  country  requires  a 
sworn  libel  as  the  foundation  of  any  process  of  arrest  of  person  or  property. 
Martin  v.  Walker^  579. 

7.  In  holding  a  respondent  to  bail,  a  Court  of  Admiralty  will  be  governed 
much  by  the  equitable  connderations  of  the  ease.    lb. 

8.  Accordingly,  where  a  libelhint  procured  the  arrest  of  respondent  in  a  suit 
brought  in  a  district  different  from  that  in  which  they  both  resided,  upon  a 
stale  demand,  of  small  amount,  and  which  was  already  in  litigation  between 
tlie  parties  in  the  oourts  of  the  State  in  which  they  dwelt, — Held,  that  the 
respondent  ought  to  be  discharged  from  the  arrest.    lb. 

Motion,  1,  3.    Practice,  9. 

AUCTION. 
Damaqes,  1,  2, 4. 

AVERAGE. 
Freioht,  2. 

BAIL. 

1.  The  practice  of  Courts  of  Admiralty  does  not  admit  of  a  surrender  of  the 
principal  in  exoneration  of  bail.     Cure  v.  BttUttSf  555. 

2.  In  order  to  be  discharged  from  a  bail  bond  or  stiptllation  given  in  Admi- 
ralty, the  party  imist  establirii  fraud,  deceit,  duress,  illegality  of  considera- 
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tion,  or  other  iliaUer  sack  as  at  law  or  in  equity  would  aTOid  a  commoii 
money  bond,  or  would  entitle  a  party  to  be  relieved  £rom  it    lb, 

Abbest. 


BILL  OF  LADING. 

1.  A  variance  between  the  amount  of  a  cargo  of  coal  as  stated  in  the  hill  of 
lading,  and  the  amount  of  such  cargo  as  ascertuned  on  deliveiy  at  the  port 
of  consignment,  may  be  explained  hy  showing  that  the  mode  of  ascertain- 
ing the  quantity  is  such  that  similar  variations  are  necessarily  of  frequent 
occurrence.     Manchester  v.  MUne^  115. 

2.  As  between  the  original  parties  to  the  bill  of  lading,  its  statements  respect- 
ing the  condition  of  the  goods  at  the  time  they^are  laden  on  board,  may  be 
explained  or  rectified  by  parol  proofl    Bradstreei  v.  Heron,  209. 

8.  But  as  against  assignees  of  the  cargo  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  Uie 
rule  is  clear  that  the  master  and  owner  are  concluded  by  the  representa- 
tions of  the  bill  of  lading,    lb, 

4.  The  owners  of  a  vessel  are  excused  from  fulfilling  the  engagement  of  a  Inll 
of  lading  to  deliv^  the  cargo  at  a  specified  port,  by  the  interposition  of 
sanitary  pr  prohibitory  laws  controlling  them  in  that  respect ;  for  the  con- 
tract to  deliver  will  be  construed  as  subject  to  all  restraints  of  government. 
Ih 

5.  A  usage  of  consignees  at  a  particular  port  to  receive  shipments  during  the 
quarantine  season,  at  the  quarantine  grounds,  as  being  a  compliance  with 
the  engagement  of  the  bill  of  lading  to  deliver  at  such  port,  is  valid ;  and 
the  bill  of  lading  should  be  construed  with  reference  to  it.    lb. 

6.  Under  a  bill  of  lading  which  acknowledges  the  receipt  of  goods  for  trans- 
portation in  good  order,  the  carrier  may,  notwithstanding,  show,  in  case  of 
injury  to  the  goods,  and  as  against  the  owner  of  them,  that  it  was  occa- 
sioned by  insufficiency  in  the  cask,  case,  &c.,  in  which  they  were  packed, 
and  not  by  any  negligence  or  misfeasance  upon  hb  part.  Zerega  v.  Poppe^ 
397. 

7.  But  the  law  presumes  that  the  goods  were  delivered  to  the  carrier  in  the 
condition  specified  in  the  bill  of  lading ;  and  the  burden  of  proof  lies  upon 
the  carrier  to  rebut  this  presumption.    lb. 

8.  It  is  not  sufficient,  in  case  of  damage  to  goods  received  under  such  a  bill, 
for  the  carrier  to  show  that  the  goods  were  delivered  to  him  in  sufficient 
packages,  and  that  the  defect  was  not  discoverable  by  him.  He  must  also 
show  that  the  loss  actualty  resulted  from  such  insufficiency,  and  frcnn  no 
&ult  of  his.    lb. 

AFFREiaHTMENT,   7.      PeRIL  OF  THE   SeAS,  1. 
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BURDEN  OP  PROOF. 

1.  Where  the  respondent,  in  an  action  for  a  seaman's  wages,  relies  upon  a  pay- . 
ment  made  in  advance  to  the  shipping  agent  by  whom  the  libellant  was 
shipped,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  respondent  to  show  affirmatively, 
not  only  that  the  payment  was  made,  but  also  that  the  shipping  agent  was 
authorized  by  the  libellant  to  receive  it    Holmes  v.  Dodge,  60. 

2.  A  shipper  of  a  cargo  of  grain  who  takes  no  bill  of  lading  from  the  carrier, 
is  bound,  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  for  short  delivery,  to  prove  the 
amount  delivered  by  him  to  the  carrier  to  be  transported.  Manning  v. 
HoovcTy  188. 

3.  In  order  to  prevail  in  an  action  for  damages  occasioned  by  a  collision, 
more  must  be  done  by  the  libellant  than  to  show  his  vessel  clear  of  blame ; 
he  must  make  it  manifest  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  the  fault  of  those 
in  charge  of  the  colliding  vessel.     The  Columbus^  885. 

4.  In  an  action  brought  against  a  master  by  a  seaman  found  secreted  on 
board  and  ordered  to  do  duty  and  punished  for  refusal,  to  recover  damages 
for  the  punishment  inflicted,  it  is  imperatively  incumbent  on  the  master  to 
prove,  in  order  to  justify  the  punishment,  that  before  giving  the  order  he 
informed  himself  as  to  the  seaman's  experience  and  capacity,  and  ascer- 
tained that  he  was  able  to  perform  the  work  required  of  him.    Alien  v. 

Halletj  678. 

Bill  of  Lading,  7,  8. 

CARGO. 

Affreiohtmbnt,  2,  8,  4,  5,  7,  8,  9, 10, 11.  Gommok  Carrier,  1,  2,  3. 
Freight,  1,  2.  Master,  6.  Money  in  Court,  1.  Perils  of  the 
Seas,  2. 

CHARTER  PARTY. 
Affreightment,  6. 


COLLISION. 

1.  An  injury  received  by  a  vessel  at  her  moorings,  in  consequence  of  being 
violently  rubbed  or  pressed  against  by  a  second  vessel  lying  alongside  of 
her,  in  consequence  of  a  collision  against  such  second  vessel  by  a  third  one 
under  way,  may  be  compensated  for  under  the  general  head  of  collision,  as 
well  as  an  injury  which  is  the  direct  result  of  a  blow  properly  so  called. 
The  Moxey,  78. 

2.  But  to  entitle  the  injured  vessel  to  recover  against  her  stationary  neigh- 
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bor,  under  such  circumstances,  instead  of  against  her  who  was  the  original 
cause  of  the  accident,  such  stationary  yessel  must  be  proved  to  have  been 
in  &ult.    lb, 

3.  Where  two  vessels  are  running  in  the  same  direction,  the  one  astern  of 
the  other,  there  rests  upon  the  rear  vessel  an  obligation  to  exercise  pre- 
caution against  collision,  which  is  not  chargable  to  the  same  extent  upon 
the  other.     The  Governor^  108. 

4.  A  vessel  in  advance  is  not  bound  to  give  way,  or  to  give  facilities  to  ena- 
ble a  vessel  in  her  rear  to  pass  her,  though  she  is  bound  to  refrain  from 
any  manoeuvres  calculated  to  embarrass  the  latter  in  an  attempt  to  pass.    lb. 

5.  A  vessel  of  superior  speed,  running  in  the  same  direction  with  a  slower 
one,  has  a  right  to  pass  her  if  she  can  do  so  with  safety  to  both  ;  but  the 
burden  of  proof  is  upon  her,  in  case  of  collision,  to  show  the  prudence  of 
her  own  conduct,  and  also  to  prove  negligence  or  misconduct  on  the  part 
of  her  rival.    lb, 

6.  A  sailing  vessel  is  bound,  when  navigating  in  proximity  to  a  steamboat,  to 
take  all  reasonable  precautions  to  protect  henelf,  and  to  avoid  injury  to 
the  steamboat,  and  she  is  not  entiUcd  to  impose  upon  the  steamer  the  duty 
to  guarantee  her  against  a  collision.     The  New  Champion,  202. 

7.  If  injured  by  collision  with  a  steamboat,  the  sailing  vessel  must  discharge 
herself  from  fault,  and  show  the  adverse  vessel  guilty  of  culpable  neglect, 
or  want  of  due  equipment  or  skill,  which  led  to  the  collision.    lb. 

8.  A  steam  vessel  running  into  harbor,  or  through  the  common  thorough&re 
of  other  vessels,  is  bound  to  take  extra  precaution  against  collision  with 
sailing  vessels ;  and  in  the  night,  or  in  case  of  a  fog,  must  move  with  great 
circumspection,  or  even  lay-to  or  anchor,  according  to  the  danger  of  en- 
countering other  vessels.     The  Bay  State,  235. 

9.  A  sailing  vessel  at  anchor  or  lying-to  in  a  dark  night  or  in  a  dense  fog,  is 
also  bound  to  take  such  precautions  as  may  be  in  her  power,  to  give  warn- 
ing of  her  position  to  other  vessels,  whether  steamers  or  vessels  under  can- 
vas, which  may  be  nearing  her.    lb* 

10.  Under  the  usages  of  navigation  upon  Long  Island  Sound,  the  blowing  a 
horn,  the  ringing  a  bell,  or  the  beating  upon  an  empty  barrel  or  upon  an 
anchor,  is  a  reasonable  precaution  which  a  sailing  vessel  lying-to  in  a  fog  is 
bound,  as  towards  a  steamer  which  may  come  in  collision  with  her,  to  take, 
in  warning  off  such  steamer.     (Since  reversed.)     lb. 

11.  Where  a  collision  occurred  at  night  between  a  steamboat  under  way  and  a 
schooner  at  anchor  in  the  middle  of  the  Hudson  River,  opposite  Fort  Lee, — 
Heldf  that  the  taking  up  an  anchorage  in  the  middle  of  the  river  was  not 
an  act  of  culpable  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  schooner.     The  Indiana^  330. 

12.  When  a  steamer  and  sailing  vessel,  proceeding  in  opposite  directions, 
are  approaching  each  other  on  courses  which  may  lead  to  a  collision,  the 
steamer  cannot  be  excused  for  holding  her  way,  upon  the  hypo&esis  and 
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belief  that  the  sailing  vessel  cannot  with  safety  to  herself  keep  her  tack, 
bnt  must  go  aboat  or  come  into  the  wind  beforp  they  meet    The  Washing' 
ton  Irving^  3^6. 
18.  The  law  casts  npon  the  steamer  the  obligation  of  using  efifectively  and 
promptly  the  extraordinary  means  she  possesses  to  prevent  a  collision.    Ih 

14.  A  collision  occurred  in  the  day  time,  between  a  sailing  vessel  sailing  on 
her  starboard  tack,  on  a  flood  tide,  and  a  steamboat ;  for  which  a  libel  was 
filed  on  the  part  of  the  vessel. 

HM^  1.  That  it  was  incumbent  on  the  steamboat  to  show  some  improper 
act  or  omission  on  the  part  of  the  sailing  vessel,  causing  the  collision,  or  it 
would  be  presumed  that  the  steamboat  neglected  to  use  those  precautions 
to  avoid  collision  which  the  law  required  her  to  exercise. 

2.  That  in  order  to  protect  the  steamboat,  such  excuse  must  be  set  forth 
clearly  in  the  answer  of  the  claimants,  and  must  be  proved  as  laid.    lb. 

15.  Where  a  steamer  and  sailing  vessel  are  approaching  each  other  in  dan- 
gerous proximity,  it  is  not,  in  ordinary  circumstances,  the  duty  of  the  sail- 
ing vessel  to  give  way  to  the  ^teamer ;  but  it  is  her  right  and  her  duty  to 
maintain  her  course.     The  Cornelius  C.  VanderhUt,  361. 

16.  But  if  there  are  special  circumstances  from  which  it  clearly  appears  that 
the  sailing  vessel  can  prevent  a  collision  otherwise  inevitable,  by  a  depar- 
ture from  her  course,  she  is  bound  to  make  it    lb, 

17.  A  sailing  vessel  on  the  wind,  meeting  or  converging  toward  a  common 
point  with  a  steamed,  has  no  right  to  persist  in  her  course  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  make  a  collision  probable,  or  so  as  to  drive  the  steamboat  into 
danger  or  exposure  in  order  to  avoid  her,  particularly  after  being  hailed  to 
change  her  course,    lb. 

18.  This  principle  is  especially  applicable  to  sailing  vessels  and  steamers  meet- 
ing in  the  harbor  of  New  York,    lb, 

19.  A  ferry-boat  plying  across  a  navigable  river  is  bound  to  remain  in  her 
slip,  notwithstanding  her  appointed  time  of  departure  has  arrived,  if  any 

'  vessel  is  seen  or  is  in  a  position  to  be  seen  from  on  board  her,  with  which 
she  will  be  in  danger  of  coming  in  collision  if  she  goes  out  The  Columbus^ 
885. 

20.  But  she  is  not  compelled  to  lie  waiting  the  expected  arrival  of  another 
vessel.    lb, 

21.  Where  a  vessel  comes  suddenly  and  without  warning  into  imminent  peril 
of  a  collision, — e,  g,  where  two  vessels  approaching  are  concealed  from 
each  other  by  intermediate  objects  until  they  are  close  upon  each  other, — 
the  necessary  uncertainty  and  confusion  created  by  the  surprise  is  to  be 
taken  into  account  in  determining  whether  the  management  of  the  respec- 
tive vessels  is  proper  or  blameworthy,    lb. 

Damages,  3,  5,  6,  7,  8.    Negligence.    Usage.    Witness,  1. 
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COMMON  CARElEiL 

1.  Where  there  is  no  provision  in  the  contract  of  affreightment  varying  the 
liability  of  the  common  carrier,  he  can  only  relieve  himself  from  liability 
for  injury  to  goods  intrusted  to  him,  by  proving  that  it  was  the  result  of 
some  natural  and  inevitable  necessity  superior  to  all  human  agency  or  con- 
trol, or  of  a  force  exerted  by  a  public  enemy.     The  Zenobia,  80. 

2.  A  vessel  having  on  board  a  cargo  of  flour  for  transportation,  capsized  at 
her  wharf  before  sailing,  and  the  caigo  was  much  damaged.  The  carriers 
might  easily  have  communicated  with  the  owners  of  the  caigo,  and  sought 
instructions  as  to  the  disposal  of  it ;  but  they  neglected  to  do  so,  and  sold 
the  cargo  upon  their  own  authority,  at  auction  ;  after  which  the  vessel 
sailed,  and  in  due  time  arrived  at  the  port  of  delivery. 

Held,  1.  That  the  sale  of  the  flour,  under  these  circumstances,  was  aa 
unlawful  conversion  by  the  carrier. 

2.  That  the  owners  of  the  cargo  were  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of 
the  cargo  at  the  port  of  delivery^  deducting  freight  and  charges,  and  add- 
ing interest  on  the  balance. 

d.  That  the  value  of  the  cargo  should  be  computed  by  the  market  price 
at  the  port  of  delivery,  at  the  time  of  the  arrival  of  the  vessel,  it  appearing 
that  except  for  the  accident,  the  cargo  would  at  that  time,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  things,  have  been  delivered ;  with  a  privilege,  however,  to  the 
owner  to  claim  the  amount  realized  upon  the  sale  of  the  goods  at  auction. 
The  Joshua  Marker,  215. 

3.  Where  there  is  a  notorious  custom  in  a  particular  branch  of  conmierce,  of 
stowing  goods  of  a  particular  description  on  board  ship  in  a  certain  way, 
shippers,  who  consider  such  mode  of  stowage  hazardous,  must  notifj 
carriers  of  their  wish  to  have  a  different  one  adopted,  or  they  will  not  be 
entitled  to  chaige  the  latter  with  injuries  received  in  consequence  of  its 
adoption.    Baxter  v.  Leland,  348. 

4.  The  propriety  of  the  common-law  rule  respecting  the  liability  of  common 
carriers  considered,    lb. 

Affreightment.    Bbli.  of  Lading.    Perils  of  the  Sras. 


CONSIGNOR  AND  CONSIGNEE. 
Affreightment,  5, 1'l.    Damages,  4.    Demurrage,  1. 

CONSULAR  DISCHARGE. 
1.  The  certificate  of  a  consul  of  the  United  States  in  a  foreign  port,  (under 
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the  Act  of  Joljy  1840,)  that  the  discharge  of  a  seaman  was  granted  upon 
the  seaman's  consent,  is  conclusive  upon  that  fact,  unless  it  is  shown  that 
the  conduct  of  the  consul  was  corrupt  or*  fraudulent  Lcmb  v.  Briard, 
867. 

2.  The  discharge  of  a  seaman  in  a  foreign  port  (under  the  Acts  of  February 
28,  1803,  and  July  20,  1840,)  can  be  ordered  by  the  consul,  only  upon  the 
consent  of  the  seaman^  f^^en,  or  proved  before  him.     The  Atlantic,  451. 

8.  The  party  relying  upon  such  discharge  in  defence  to  an  act^pn  for  subse- 
quent wages,  must  show  the  fact  that  such  consent  was  given.    lb. 

4.  Where  a  master  procures  a  seaman  to  be  dischai^ed  by  a  United  States 
consul  in  a  foreign  port,  if  any  deceit  or  cAlusion  has  been  practised  by 
tbe  master  in  obtaining  the  discharge,  he  can  claim  no  benefit  or  immunity 
under  it.     Tingle  v.  Tucker,  519. 

5.  When  there  is  no  evidenc^  of  improper  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  mas- 
ter in  obtaining  a  seaman's  discharge  by  a  consul,  and  it  appears  that  the 
consul  has  proceeded  fairly,  and  on  clear  primA  facie  proofs  has  ordered 
the  seaman  to  be  discharged  for  cilbiinal  conduct,  such  discharge  itself  is 
a  bar  to  any  continuing  claim  for  wages  which  might  be  enforced  if  the 
seaman's  connection  with  the  vessel  still  subsisted,    lb. 

6.  The  propriety  of  the  consul's  interference  is  fD  be  determined  upon  the 
&ct8  before  him,  and  not  by  the  case  which  may  be  afterwards  shown  upon 
a  trial.    lb. 

7.  Where  a  United  States  consul  in  a  foreign  port  discharges  a  seaman  with- 
out payment  of  three  months'  wages,  (under  5  U.  S.  Stats.  895,  §  1,)  the  dis- 
charge will  not  avail  the  owner  as  a  defence  to  a  suit  for  the  two  months' 
wages,  which  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  accrue  to  the  seaman,  unless 
the  consul  makes  an  ^cial  entry  of  his  act  both  upon  the  list  of  the  crew 
and  upon  tbe  shipping  articles.    Miner  v.  Harbeeh,  546. 

8.  These  entries  must  be  made  by  the  consul  personally.    lb. 


CONTRACT. 

1.  The  libellants,  manufacturers  of  steam-engines,  had  contracted  with  the 
clidmants  to  build  for  a  boat  owned  by  the  latter,  a  steam-engine,  with  the 
main  cylinder  eighty  inches  diameter  of  bore,  and  twelve  feet  stroke  of 
piston,  of  the  best  materials  and  workmanship,  and  of  sufficient  and  suit- 
able size  and  strength  in  all  its  parts,  and  to  include  all  modem  improve- 
ments ;  the  boilers  to  be  of  the  best  Pennsylvania  wrought  iron,  and  of  the 
most  approved  consticnction  for  generating  steam  with  ecoux/my  of  fuel,  and 
of  size  to  supply  the  cylinder  with  steam  at  as  many  pounds  pressure  to 
the  square  inch  on  the  piston,  when  working  with  the  throttle  wide  open, 
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as  are  used  by  the  fiistest  steamboats  on  the  Hudson  River  when  going  at 
their  greatest  ^peed. 

Heldf  upon  this  agreement  and  upon  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  that  the 
intention  of  the  parties  was  that  the  boilers  should  be  so  constructed  as  to 
furnish  the  engine  with  at  least  forty  pounds  pressure  of  steam  to  the 
square  inch  on  the  piston  (or  boiler)  when  working  with  the  throttle  valve 
wide  open,  using  such  length  of  cut-off  to  the  piston  as  was  customary  with 
the  class  of  boats  referred  to.     The  Isaac  Newton,  11. 

2.  Where,  by  the  terms  of  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  a  steam-engine, 
in  a  boat  owned  by  the  employing  party,  the  consideration-money  was  to 
be  paid  by  instalments  as  Dhe  work  advanced,  so  that  a  large  portion  of  it 
would  be  payable  before  the  time  for  the  full  performance  of  the  coptract : 
Held,  that  the  perfect  fulfilment  of  the  agreement  by  the  party  employed 
was  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  obli^tion  of  it  upon  the  employer ; 
nor  could  the  latter  take  possession  again  of  the  boat  without  compensating 
the  former  for  the  benefit  actually  received,  although  the  work  was  not 
done  in  entire  conformity  with  the  ^lecifications.    lb. 

3.  Where  a  writing,  although  embodying  an  agreement,  is  manifestly  inccnn- 
plete,  and  not  intended  by  the  parties  to  exhibit  the  whole  agreement,  but 
only  to  define  some  of  its  terms,  the  writing  is  conclusive  as  far  as  it  goes ; 
but  such  parts  of  the  actual  contract  as  are  not  embraced  within  its  scope, 
may  be  established  by  parol  evidence.     The  Alida,  1 78. 

4.  The  owner  of  a  steamboat,  and  a  corporation  engaged  in  the  business 
of  supplying  coal  to  steamboats,  had  for  some  months  been  accustomed 
to  deal  with  each  other  for  the  supply  of  coal  required  by  the  boat ;  the 
Requisite  supply  for  her  wants  upon  each  trip  being  furnished  her  on  each 
arrival.  Under  these  circumstances  the  owner  elecuted  a  written  memo- 
randum, acknowledging  that  he  had  purchased  1500  tons  of  coal  at  a  speci- 
fied price  per  ton;  which  was,  however,  silent  as  to  time  and  mode  of 
delivery  and  payment. 

Held,  1.  That  the  previous  course  of  dealing  between  the  parties  might 
be  shown  to  establish  their  intention  in  regard  to  these  points. 

2.  That  upon  this  Evidence  the  contract  must  be  construed  as  intending 
a  delivery  of  the  coal  from  time  to  time  as  it  might  be  ordered  to  meet  the 
wants  of  the  boat,  and  as  creating  an  obligation  to  pay  for  each  parcel  of 
coal  as  delivered,    lb. 

Affreightment.  Bill  of  Lading.  Interest.  Lien,  1,  2,  8,  7,  8. 
Passenger,  1.  .  Pilotage,  1,  2.  Presumption,  1.  Salvage,  2. 
Shipping  Articles. 

COOK. 

Seamen,  10. 
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COSTS. 


1.  As  a  general  rule,  a  reference  to  a  commissioner,  in  a  suit  for  wages,  is  a 
regular  and  necessary  step  on  the  part  of  the  libellant,  incidental  to  the 
prosecution  of  the  action,  and  cannot  be  the  subject  of  an  independent 
charge  in  a  bill  of  costs.    Holmes  y.  Dodge^  60. 

2.  Where,  however,  the  reference  is  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  respondent, 
the  Court  will  modify  the  order  of  reference  so  as  to  require  the  extra 
costs  incurred  to  be  defrayed  by  him.    Ih 

8.  Such  modification  must  be  asked  for  on  obtaining  the  order  of  reference. 
Ih. 

4.  It  is  inequitable  for  a  seaman,  knowing  that  the  papers  are  ready  for  the 
immediate  commencement  of  a  suit  by  his  shipmates  for  the  recovery  of 
wages  earned  on  the  same  voyage, — or  by  a  l^tonu^y  holder,  who  sues 
also  for  a  portion  of  the  wages  of  the  voyage,  pre^ously  paid  by  him, — to 
endeavor  to  supplant  such  action,  by  urging  out  in  his  individual  name, 
process  in  advance  of  it,  so  as  to  subject  the  ship  or  her  proceeds  to  need- 
less expenses.     The  CaJbot^  150. 

5.  Costflkll  not  be  allowed  the  seaman  in  such  case,  nor  to  others  who  unite 
in  the  proceeding  instead  of  joining  in  the  prior  suit  in  progress.    lb, 

6.  Costs  are  not  taxable  for  the  preparation  of  written  arguments,  except  upon 
a  stipulation  in  writing  to  that  effect    Manchester  v.  MiLne^  158. 

7.  In  what  cases  costs  may  be  taxed  upon  motions  to  enlarge  time  to  answer, 
upon  motions  for  final  decree,  motions  for  costs,  for  a  reference,  &c.    lb, 

8.  In  what  cases  costs  may  be  taxed  for  motions  to  postpone  the  hearing  of  a 
cause  called  in  its  order  on  the  calendar,     lb. 

9.  Where  a  libel  demanded  the  recovery  of  $6.75,  wages  due  to  each  of  two 
libellants,  and  $75  to  each  for  salvage  services,  and  the  claim  for  wages 
was  allowed,  but  that  lor  salvage  service  was  disallowed,  and  the  decree 
was  generally  for  the  wages  due,  '*  with  costs," — Held^  that  plenary  costs 
were  taxable  in  favor  of  libellants.  The  Remnants  of  the  Caithneshire, 
163. 

10.  The  discretionary  power  of  the  Court  over  the  award  of  costs  cannot  be 
exercised  on  an  appeal  from  taxation,  especially  after  the  expiration  ot 
the  term  in  which  the  decree  is  rendered,    lb. 

11.  Costs  of  a  suit  for  seaman's  wages  imposed  on  libellants,  where  the  crew 
liad  taken  possession  of  the  vessel  while  on  her  voyage  and  brought  her 
home,  under  reasonable  grounds  oi  suspicion  that  she  was  to  be  engaged 
in  the  slave-trade.     The  Mary  Ann^  207. 

12.  Of  the  allowance  of  costs  upon  exceptions  to  a  oommiseioner's  report 
made  in  the  alternative.     The  Joshua  Barker,  21*5. 

18.  A  mere  attempt  to  negotiate  a  compromise  of  a  claim  at  an  amount  speci- 
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fied,  anaccoinpanied  with  a  tender  or  direct  ofifer  to  pay  such  amonnt,  does 
not  operate  as  an  equitable  bar  to  costs.     The  H.  B,  Foster,  222. 

14.  It  is  the  course  of  Admiralty  Courts  not  to  impose  costs  upon  seamen 
-when  they  establish  probable  cause  for  instituting  suits  for  redress.  Haw- 
land  V.  Conway,  281. 

15.  Three  causes,  brought  on  the  same  facts,  by  different  libellants,  being  at 
issue,  it  was  stipulated  that  two  should  abide  the  decision  of  the  third. 
Before  the  third  was  brought  to  hearing,  the  libellant  died ;  and  his  ad- 
ministratrix continued  the  cause.  A  decree  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
claimants ;  but  without  costs,  for  the  reason  that  the  action  was  prosecuted 
by  an  administratrix. 

Held,  that  in  the  other  causes,  the  claimants  were  entitled  to  decrees 
dismissing  the  libels,  with  costs.     The  Buffalo,  483. 

16.  A  libel  was  filed  by  each  of  two  members  of  a  ship's  crew  to  recover 
damages  for  breach  ofif  shipping  contract ;  and  subsequently  eleven  other 
libels  were  sworn  to  by  eleven  other  members  of  4Jie  crew,  upon  the  same 
state  of  facts  and  upon  the  same  cause  of  action.  Before  answer  was  filed 
to  either  of  these  libels,  and  before  the  eleven  libels  were  filed,  a  stipula- 
tion was  entered  into  that  the  thirteen  causes  should  be  consolidated.  An 
answer,  presenting  two  issues,  was  then  put  in,  and  the  cause  h^pDig  been 
brought  on  for  hearing,  the  libellants  prevailed  upon  the  first  issue,  but  the 
respondent  succeeded  upon  the  second. 

Held,  on  appeal  fix>m  taxation  of  costs,  1.  That  the  costs  of  the  two  sepa- 
rate libellants  and  of  the  respondent  were  to  be  taxed  in  both  the  two  suits 
first  commenced,  up  to  the  date  of  the  consolidation ;  but  from  that  date 
libellants'  costs  were  to  be  taxed  only  in  the  suit  which  was  thereafter 
prosecuted. 

2.  That  full  costs  of  the  issue  on  which  the  libellants  prevailed  should  be 
taxed  in  their  fiivor,  and  full  costs  of  the  issue  on  which  the  respondent 
succeeded  should  be  taxed  to  him  ;  and  that  these  two  bills  should  be  set 
off  the  one  against  the  other,  and  the  balance  paid  by  the  party  finom  whom 
it  might  be  due.    Simpson  v.  Caulkins,  5S9. 

1 7.  This  Court  does  not  tax  plenary  costs  when  the  sum  in  dispute  does  not 
exceed  $50,  although  the  proceedings  are  plenary.  McGinnis  v.  Carlton, 
570. 

18.  Although  the  libellant,  in  his  libe>,  claims  a  sum  exceeding  $50,  yet  if 
upon  the  hearing  he  admits  that  an  amount  less  than  that  sum  is  all  that  is 
due  to  him,  and  claims  to  recover  only  such  lesser  sum,  he  can  recover 
only  summary  costs  on  a  decree  in  his  favor.     lb, 

1 9.  The  cause  would  not  be  appealable  to  the  Circuit  Court  in  that  condition 
of  the  demand.  -  lb. 

Stipulation. 
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COURTS. 

< 

Jurisdiction. 

DAMAGES. 

1.  A  cargo  of  goods,  being  in  part  damaged  and  in  part  sound,  was  sold  at 
auction  hy  the  consignees,  without  separation  of  the  sound  from  the  un- 
sound. 

Held,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  master  not  of  the  consignees  to  make 
such  separation,  if  requisite  to  obtain  a  favorable  sale ;  and  that  the  want 
of  it  did  not  prevent  the  consignees  from  relying  upon  the  auction  price  as 
showing  the  value  of  the  goods  as  damaged.     The  Columbus,  87. 

2.  How  far  sales  at  auction  are  sanctioned  in  such  cases.    76. 

3.  The  rule  of  mutual  contribution  is  not  applied  to  cases  of  accidental  col- 
Elision  from  physical  causes  for  which  neither  vessel  is  to  blame ;  but  each 

vessel  in  such  case  must  bear  her  own  loss.     The  Aloxey,  73. 

4.  Where  goods  were  damaged  during  transportation  on  board  ship,  and 
were  received  by  consignees  upon  an  understanding  that  the  depreciation 
was  to  be  made  good  to  them,  and  they  were  sold  by  auction  by  the  con- 
signees, but  with  the  assent  of  the  master, — Held,  that  for  the  purpose  of 
making  adjustment  of  the  amount  due  from  the  vessel  for  the  injury,  the 
sum  realized  at  the  sale  should  be  regarded  as  the  value  of  the  goods  in 
their  damaged  state. .  The  Columbus,  97. 

5.  Thd  general  rule  of  damages  applicable  to  collisions  which  are  not  wilful 
is,  that  the  owner  of  the  injured  vessel  is  to  receive  a  remuneration  which 
vnll  place  him  in  the  utuation  in  which  he  would  have  been  but  for  the 
collision.     The  Rhode  Island,  100. 

6.  The  owner  of  a  vessel  showing  himself  entitled  to  damages  for  collision,  is 
entitled  to  compensation  for  the  loss  of  the  use  of  his  vessel  during  the  time 
consumed  in  making  repairs.    lb. 

'7,  In  the  absence  of  direct  evidence  of  the  amount  of  this  item  of  loss,  inter- 
est upon  the  value  of  the  vessel  for  the  time  occupied  in  making  repairs 
may  be  awarded  as  a  fair  compensation  in  this  respect    lb, 

8.  The  rule  of  equal  contribution  should  be  applied  in  cases  of  damage  caused 
by  a  collision  for  which  both  colliding  vessels  are  mutually  in  fault  The 
Bay  State,  235. 

Affreightment,  8.    Collision.    Common  Carrier,  2.    Demurrage. 

DECREE. 
Interest.    Practice,  2, 8, 4, 12, 18. 
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DEFAULT. 

Where  a  warrant  of  arrest,  although  contsuning  a  foreign  attachment  clause, 
gives  no  directi#i  to  bring  the  garnishee  before  the  Ck)urt,  nor  anj  citation 
to  him  to  answer  the  libel,  a  del^ault  entered  against  him  for  non-appear- 
ance on  the  return  of  the  process  is  irregular.    Smith  v.  3IUn,  373. 

WAIYER3 1. 

DEMURRAGE. 

1.  It  seems  that  the  consignee  cannot  be  made  liable  for  demnrrage  where 
there  is  in  the  charter-party  or  bill  of  lading  no  express  agreement  or  stip- 
ulation in  respect  to  it,  or  in  respect  to  lay  days.    Sprague  y.  Westy  548. 

2.  The  freighter  is  liable  to  the  vessel  for  any  unnecessary  detention  in  load- 
ing or  unloading,  although  no  express  contract  is  made  on  the  subject ;  and 
compensation  for  such  detention  may  be  recovered  under  the  name  of 
demurrage,    lb. 

3.  Upon  what  principles  demurrage  for  the  unnecessary  detention  of  a  vessel 
while  unloading,  should  be  computed,    lb. 

DEPUTY  MARSHAL. 

The  deputy  marshal  is  an  officer  of  the  District  Court,  amenable  to  its  juris- 
diction for  malfeasance  in  office ;  and  this  jurisdiction  may  be  exercised 
by  summary  order  or  attachment  for  contempt  The  Bark  Laurens  and 
$20,000  in  Specie,  508. 

Marshal. 


DISCHARGE. 
Consular  Discharge. 

ESTOPPEL. 

1.  A  party  cannot  be  allowed,  after  receiving  a  pleading  and  replying  to  it, 
to  treat  it,  upon  any  ground  of  defect  afterwards  discovered,  as'a  nullity, 
and  proceed  as  if  none  had  been  served.    Games  v.  TraviSy  297. 

2.  Where  the  owner  of  property  places  it  in  the  hands  of  another  person, 
solely  that  the  latter  may  make  repairs,  improvements,  additions,  &c,  to  it, 
and  afterwards  demands  and  receives  the  re-delivery  of  it,  this  is  not  an 
admission  on  the  part  of  such  owner  that  llie  sorices  agreed  for  have  been 
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performed,  nor  does  it  estop  him  from  contesting  ^e  €aCt  of  the  fulfilment 
of  the  agreement.     The  Isaac  Newton^  11. 

8.  It  seems,  however,  that  such  acceptance  of  the  redelivery  of  the  property 
may  be  regarded  at  law  as  an  admission  that  the  owner  has  received  some 
benefit,  and  that  the  other  contracting  party  is  entitled  to  some  remunera- 
tion for  the  work  done.    Ih. 

4.  Where,  by  the  terms  of  a  contract  for  building  a  steam-engine,  the  work 
was  to  be  done  under  the  superintendence  of  the  employers,  and  to  be  paid 
for  in  instalments  as  it  proceeded,  and  was  to  be  finished  at  a  specified 
time ;  and  the  work  was  protracted  beyond  that  time,  but  the  employers 
continued  their  superintendence,  and  made  payments  on  account  there- 
after : — Held,  that  by  so  doing  they  acquiesced  in  the  delay  and  estopped 
themselves  from  claiming  damage  therefor,    lb. 

Action.    Bill  of  Lading,  ^. 


EVIDENCE. 

1.  A  deed  of  assignment  executed  in  another  State,  and  attested  by  two  sub- 
scribing witnesses,  was  offered  in  evidence,  accompanied  by  proof  of  the 
signatures  of  one  of  the  witnesses,  and  of  both  the  assignors. 

Held,  1.  That  the  witnesses  were  presumed  to  reside  at  the  place  of  exe- 
cution and  to  be  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

2.  That  the  proof  of  the  assignors'  signatures  was  admissible  as  secondary 
evidence  of  the  execution.    Manchester  v.  Milne,  115. 

2.  In  an  action  for  wages  brought  since  the  Act  of  7  &  8  Vict  ch.  11 2,. the 
production  of  the  certificate  mentioned  in  the  act  is  not  required  as 
an  absolute  condition  precedent  to  a  right  of  recoveni^  seamen,  but  is 
directed  as  a  mode  of  proof  which  shall  be  sufficient,  otner  legal  means  of 
evidence  to  show  the  fidelity  of  the  seamen,  and  their  title  to  wages,  not 
being  excluded.    Davis  v.  Leslie,  128. 

8.  The  testimony  of  the  master  of  a  foreign  vessel  that  he  had  discharged  a 
seaman  in  this  port,  will  not  be  allowed,  in  a  suit  by  the  seaman,  in  this 
Court,  against  the  vessel  for  wages,  to  countervail  his  official  report  to  the 
consul  of  his  nation,  that  the  seaman  deserted  the  ship.     The  Infanta,  268. 

4.  A  report  that  a  ship  is  seaworthy,  made  by  marine  surveyors,  upon  occa- 
sion of  the  crew  demanding  to  leave  her  for  unseaworthiness,  is  not  conclu- 
sive against  the  crew,  in  a  subsequent  action  for  wages,  after  leaving. 
Bucker  v.  Klorkgeter,  402. 

5.  It  seems,  that  where  original  shipping  articles  are  proved  before  a  commis- 
sioner, and  redelivered  to  the  vessel,  who  thereupon  pursues  her  voyage,  a 
copy  certified  by  the  commissioner  is  competent  evidence  upon  the  hear- 
ing.    Henry  v.  Curry,  483. 

VOL.  I.  52 
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6.  To  entitle  an  instrument  to  the  respect  accorded  to  documents  under 
official  signature  and  seal,  the  signature  must  be  legible,  and  the  impression 
of  the  seal  sufficiently  distinct  to  allow  the  vignette  and  motto  to  be  disdn- 
guished.     The  Atlantic,  451. 

Contracts,  8, 4.    Estoppel.    Presumption. 

EXECUTION. 

1.  Under  Rule  8  of  the  Supreme  Court,  the  principal  and  hb  surety  on  the 
bond  or  stipulation  given  upon  an  arrest  in  personam,  stand  upon  the  same 
footing.    Holmes  v.  Dodge,  60. 

2.  The  award  which  grants  execution  upon  a  final  decree,  authorizes  it 
against  all  parties  embraced  in  the  decree ;  and  there  is  no  necessity  of 
special  notice  to  the  surety  of  respondent  of  an  application  for  an  execu- 
tion against  him.    lb, 

8.  Under  the  Rules  promulgated  by  the  Supreme  Court,  execution  properly 
issues  against  stipulators,  summarily  upon  the  decree  rendered  against  their 
principals ;  the  giving  the  stipulation  being  regarded  as  a  submission  by 
the  stipulator  to  such  decree  as  may  be  rendered  against  the  party  for 
whom  he  is  bound.     Oaines  v.  Trams,  422. 

FEES. 

1.  Since  the  adoption  of  the  Circuit  Court  Rules  of  1845,  Rule  96  of  the 
District  Court  of  1888,  refusing  to  a  proctor  in  a  suit  fees  as  advocate,  is 
abrogated  in  respect  to  all  fees  other  than  those  specifically  introduced  and 
appointed  by  t^  District  Court ;  and  fees  for  services  as  proctor  and  as 
advocate  are  tIKble  to  the  same  person.    Manchester  v.  Milne,  158. 

2.  If  the  former  Rules  of  the  District  Court  respecting  security  to  be  given 
for  costs  may  be  considered  as  still  in  force  for  the  purpose  of  protection  to 
the  officers  of  the  Court  for  the  recovery  of  their  fees,  this  is  not  a  matter 
which  affects  the  libellant,  and  he  is  not  entitied  to  ground  any  proceeding 
on  the  omission  of  the  respondent  to  give  the  security  prescribed  by  those 
rules.    Gaines  v.  Travis,  297. 


FOREIGN  ATTACHMENT. 

1.  In  order  to  authorize  prpceedings  in  a  suit  prosecuted  in  a  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty by  foreign  attachment,  to  be  carried  on  against  the  garnishee  person- 
ally, it  is  necessary  that  the  warrant  or  process  served  upon  him  should 
contain  a  summons  or  notice,  warning  him  of  the  claim  in  suit,  and  citing 
him  to  appear  and  answer.    Smith  v.  MUn,  878. 
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2.  The  primary  purpose  of  the  attacbment  is  to  effect  the  appearance  of  the 
defendant  in  the  action,  and  not  that  of  the  gamiBhee.    lb. 


FOREIGNERS. 
Jurisdiction,  1,  2,  8, 4, 5,  6,  7,  8,  9, 10, 13, 14, 15, 16. 

FORFEITURE. 
Seaman's  Wages,  7,  8,  9, 10, 11. 

FREIGHT. 

1.  Where  a  vessel  puts  in  at  an  intermediate  port  in  distress,  and  it  is  there 
found  that  a  portion  of  the  cargo  has  been  rendered  worthless  by  perils  of 
the  sea,  while  the  residue  is  not  of  sufficient  value  to  warrant  continuing 
the  voyage,  and  such  portion  is  therefore  sold  by  the  master  and  the  voy- 
age broken  up,  no  claim  for  freight,  either  in  full  or  pro  raid,  or  upon  a 
quantum  meruit,  can  be  maintained  by  the  ship-owner  against  the  shipper. 
The  Ann  D,  Richardson,  499. 

2.  Upon  what  principles  the  general  average  should  be  adjusted  in  such  a  case, 
as  respects  the  contribution  due  from  the  cai^o,    lb. 

Affreightment,  8,  9. 

GARNISHEE. 
Foreign  Attachment. 

GUARDIAN  AD  LITEM. 

In  an  action  by  a  minor  to  recover  wages  as  seaman,  the  respondent  is  not 
entitled  to  require  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  or  next  friend 
for  the  libellant.     Wicks  v.  EUis,  444. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
Witness,  5. 

INTEREST. 

1.  Where,  by  the  terms  of  a  contract  for  work  and  materials,  a  part  of  the 
contract  price  is  to  be  paid  in  instahnents  as  the  work  advances,  the  em- 
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plojer  is  not  entitled  on  the  adjustment  of  a  decree  for  a  balance  remain- 
ing dae  on  the  work,  to  be  credited  with  interest  on  the  payments  made 
by  him  while  it  was  advancing.     The  Isaac  Newton^  588. 

2.  Where  ^arty  contracting  to  furnish  labor  and  materials  has  completely 
fulfilled  the  contract  on  his  part  in  due  time,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  in  a 
suit  for  the  compensation  stipulated  by  the  contract,  interest  on  the  amount 
due  him,  at  least  from  the  commencement  of  the  suit.    lb. 

8.  But  where,  in  such  case,  the  right  of  the  party  to  recover  his  compensa- 
tion under  the  contract  is  doubtful  and  contested  on  reasonable  grounds, 
and  the  amount  due  him  requires  to  be  adjusted  by  the  proceedings  in  the 
suit,  interest  is  only  recoverable  afler  the  right  of  the  party  to  recover,  and 
the  amount  of  his  recovery  have  been  determined.    lb. 

4.  If  in  such  case  the  report  of  referees  fixing  the  amount  due  to  libellant  is 
Intimately  confirmed,  he  will  be  entitled  to  interest  from  the  filing  the  re- 
port, although  both  parties  have  excepted  to  the  re^port,  and  prosecuted 
their  exceptions  to  a  hearing  with  a  view  to  have  it  set  aside.    lb. 


JOINDER  OF  ACTIONS. 

1.  A  seaman  who  claims  to  recover  both  for  wages  and  for  moneys  advanced 
to  the  ship's  use,  may  join  in  a  libel  in  rem  with  a  c'o-libellant  claiming  wages 
only.     The  Sloop  Merchant,  1. 

2.  A  claim  for  seamen's  wages  and  a  claim  for  moneys  advanced  to  the  use 
of  the  ship  may  be  united  in  one  action  against  the  ship.    lb. 

S.  Where  the  vessel  is  liable  to  two  libellants  for  wages,  for  which,  under  the 
practice  of  the  Court  in  respect  to  the  consolidation  of  suits,  they  may  be 
compelled  to  sue  in  common,  they  may  join  in  one  action  in  rem,  not  only 
in  suing  for  the  common  demands,  but  also  in  respect  to  other  claims  which 
are  peculiar  to  each.    lb. 

4.  Where  both  the  vessel  and  the  master  or  owner  are  conjointly  liable,  the 
personal  remedy,  and  the  remedy  against  the  vessel,  may  be  sought  in  one 
and  the  same  action,    lb. 

5.  Rule  IS  of  the  Supreme  Court  interdicts  the  blending  of  an  action  against 
the  oumer  personally,  with  one  against  the  vessel,  for  the  recoveiy  of 

wages,    lb. 

6.  A  cla^im  for  wages,  and  for  moneys  advanced  to  the  use  of  a  vessel  on  the 
part  of  one  libellant<,  cannot  be  joined,  in  an  action  in  personam,  with  a 
separate  claim  for  wages  alone,  on  the  part  of  another,    lb. 

7.  There  is  no  abstract  incompatibility  between  proceedings  in  rem  and  pro- 
ceedings in  personam,  which  forbids  them  to  be  joined  in  one  action  where 
such  joinder  is  calculated  to  advance  the  ends  of  substantial  justice.  The 
Zenobia,  48. 
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8.  Where  both  the  vessel  and  the  master  or  owner  are  conjointly  liable  npon 
a  contract  of  affreightment,  the  personal  remedy,  and  the  remedy  against 
the  vessel,  may  be  sought  in  one  and  the  same  action,    lb. 


JURISDICTION. 

1.  The  maritime  courts  of  this  country  and  of  England  are  not  without  juris- 
diclion  over  actions,  whether  in  rem  or  in  personam,  between  foreigners. 
Davis  V.  Lesliey  128. 

2.  But  as  a  general  rule,  both  the  American  and  the  English  courts  will  de- 
cline to  entertain  such  actions,  excepting  where  it  is  manifestly  necessary 
that  they  should  do  so,  to  prevent  a  ^lure  of  justice,    lb, 

3.  The  Admiralty  Courts  of  the  United  States  will  decline  jurisdiction  of  con- 
troversies arising  between  foreign  masters  and  crews,  unless  the  voyage 
has  been  broken  up  or  the  seamen  unlawfully  discharged.  The  Infanta, 
268. 

4.  It  is  expected  that  a  foreign  seaman,  seeking  to  prosecute  an  action  of  ibis 
description  in  the  courts  of  this  country,  will  procure  the  official  sanction 
of  the  commercial  or  political  representative  of  the  country  to  which  he 
belongs ;  or  that  good  reasons  will  be  shown  for  allowing  his  suit  in  the 
absence  of  such  approval.    lb, 

5.  There  is  no  authority  of  weight  which  imposes  on  the  courts  of  our  own 
country  the  necessity  of  determining  controversies  between  foreigners  resi- 
dent abroad,  either  in  common-law  proceedings,  transitory  in  their  nature, 
or  in  maritime  suits  prosecuted  in  rem.  One  Hundred  and  Ninety-four 
Shaids,  817. 

6.  It  rests  in  the  discretion  of  a  Court  of  Admiralty  whose  aid  is  invoked  to 
the  settiement  of  a  controversy  between  foreigners,  to  hear  and  determine 
it,  or  to  remit  the  parties  to  their  home  forum,    lb, 

7.  What  considerations  wiU  govern  a  Court  of  Admiralty  in  determining  to 
exercise  or  decline  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  between  foreigners  ?    lb, 

8.  As  a  general  i:Hle,  where  the  only  question  in  a  salvage  suit  is  as  to  the 
rate  of  reward,  and  the  salved  property  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  a  Court  of  Admiralty,  in  this  country,  will  entertain  the  suit,  not- 
withstanding that  all  the  parties  are  foreigners,    lb, 

9.  It  seems,  that  when  in  a  salvage  suit  between  foreigners,  the  answer 
chftrges  the  libellant  with  wanton  misconduct  in  obtaining  possession  of  the 
property,  and  prays  the  privilege  to  contest  the  claim  of  the  libellant  be- 
fore the  courts  of  their  common  country,  the  case  should  be  dismissed  to 
the  home  forum,    lb, 

10.  A  Court  of  Admiralty  has  no  jurisdiction  to  afford  a  remedy,  either  in 
rem  or  in  personam,  for  the  breach  of  an  executory  contract  for  personal 

52* 
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services  to  be  rendered'  to  a  vessel  in  port,  in  lading  or  unlading  her  cargo. 
Cox  V.  Murray,  840. 

11.  In  order  to  clothe  a  contract  with  the  privilege  of  a  remedy  in  the  Admi- 
ralty Courts,  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  must  be  maritime  in  its 
nature.  This  is  the  case  only  when  the  matter  done,  or  begun  to  be  done 
under  the  contract,  regards  the  fitment  of  the  vessel  herself  for  the  voy- 
age,— 2ud  and  assistance  rendered  on  board  her  in  prosecuting  the  voyage, 
—or  the  employment  of  her  as  the  vehicle  of  a  voyage.    lb, 

12.  The  maritime  courts  of  this  country  and  of  England  are  not  without  juris- 
diction over  actions,  whether  in  rem  or  in  personam^  between  foreigners. 
Bticker  v.  Klorkgeter,  402. 

IS.  But  as  a  general  rule,  both  the  American  and  English  courts  will  decline 
to  entertain  such  actions,  excepting  where  it  is  manifestly  necessary  that 
they  should  do  so,  to  prevent  a  fiulure  of  justice,    lb. 

14.  It  seems  that  a  deviation  from  the  voyage  for  which  foreign  seamen 
shipped,  is  not  a  ground  upon  which  our  courts  should  entertain  jurisdic- 
tion of  a  suit  for  wages,  where,  by  the  articles,  the  libellants  have  stipulated 
to  sue  in  their  own  country  only.    lb, 

15.  Unseaworthiness  of  a  vessel  releases  the  crew  from  obligation  to  sail  with 
her,  and  on  showing  such  condition  of  the  vessel,  and  that  they  lefl  her  on 
that  account,  they  may  maintain  an  acdon  in  personam  for  wages  here, 
although  all  parties  are  foreigners,  and  are  under  agreement  not  to  sue 
while  abroad,    lb, 

16.  Under  the  practice  in  this  country,  the  approval  of  the  consul,  or  other 
representative  of  the  nation  to  which  foreign  seamen  belong,  is  not  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  the  maintaining  of  a  suit  between  them.    lb. 

1 7.  A  Court  of  Admiralty  has  not  jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  recover  wages 
for  services  in  a  voyage  upon  a  canal  not  connecting  navigable  lakes  or 
different  States  or  Territories.    McCormxck  v.  Ives,  418. 

18.  Nor  will  the  fact  that  a  small  portion  of  the  voyage  is  through  public 
navigable  waters,  give  jurisdiction,  if  the  main  end  contemplated  by  the 
contract  was  a  service  upon  such  canal,    lb. 

19.  The  authority  of  the  District  Court,  in  cases  pending  on  appeal,  ex- 
tends only  to  the  protection  of  parties  against  unreasonable  delay.  The 
Josephine,  481. 

20.  To  impart  a  maritime  character  to  personal  services  rendered  in  or  upon 
a  vessel,  they  must  be  connected  with  the  reparation  or  betterment  of  the 
vessel,  or  be  rendered  in  aid  of  her  navigation  directly  by  labor  on  the  ves- 
sel, or  in  sustenance  and  relief  of  those  who  conduct  her  operations  at  sea. 
Gurney  v.  Crockett,  490. 

21.  A  person  employed  to  visit  a  vessel  at  anchor,  from  time  to  time,  to  see 
to  her  safety,  ventilate  her,  try  her  pumps,  and  the  like,  cannot  maintain 
a  suit  in  Admiralty  to  recover  his  compensation  for  such  services,    lb. 
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22.  Bat  if,  in  the  course  of  such  employment,  a  necessity  arises  that  such 
keeper  should  get  the  ship  under  way,  and  navigate  her  from  one  anchor-^ 
age  to  another,  this  is  a  maritime  service  for  which  libellant  may  recover  in 
a  Court  of  Admiralty.    Ih. 

23.  The  resignation  of  oJQice  by  an  officer  of  the  C!ourt,  does  not  oust  the 
Court  of  jurisdiction  to  proceed  against  him  by  attachment  for  contempt 
for  any  acts  of  misconduct  committed  by  him  while  in  office.  The  Bark 
Laurens  and  $20,000  in  Specie,  508. 

24.  Work  done  upon  a  vessel  in  the  dry  dock,  in  scraping  her  bottom  pre- 
paratory to  coppering  her,  is  not  of  a  maritime  character  ;  and  compensa^ 
tion  for  such  labor  cannot  be  recovered  in  a  Court  of  Admiralty.  Bradley 
T.  BoUes,  569. 

Account.    Shipping  Articles,  1,  2. 


LIBEL. 
Pleading.    Verification. 

LIEN. 

1.  Where  an  agreement  is  entered  into  between  the  master  of  a  vessel  and  a 
passenger,  for  the  transportation  of  the  latter,  with  his  baggage,  and  pas- 
sage money  is  paid  in  advance,  and  the  agreement  is  unperformed  through 
the  fault  of  the  master,  the  ship  is  liable,  in  specie^  to  refund  the  advance 
passagfi-money,  and  to  pay  damages  for  any  failure  to  deliver  the  goods 
shipped.     The  Zenobia,  48. 

2.  In  respect  to  the  liability  of  the  ship  for  contracts  made  with  the  master 
for  transportation  for  hire  in  the  regular  course  of  the  vessel's  occupation, 
the  law  makes  no  distinction  between  the  transportation  of  passengers  and 
of  merchandise.    lb, 

S.  The  libellant,  a  blacksmith,  solicited  the  engineer  of  a  domestic  steamboat 
running  daily  between  New  York  and  Albany,  to  employ  him  in  making 
such  repairs  as  should  be  required  during  the  season  by  the  boat,  in  the 
4ine  of  his  trade.  The  engineer  promised  this,  and  the  libellant  was  called 
upon  to  make,  and  did  make  repmrs  upon  the  boat  at  various  distinct  times, 
sending  in  his  bills  monthly. 

Held,  1.  That  these  facts  did  not  constitute  an  employment  for  the  sea- 
son, but  that  the  libellant  had  a  right  of  action  for  each  distinct  job  when 
it  was  completed. 

2.  That  libellant's  lien  upon  the  boat,  if  any,  under  the  provisions  of 
2  Revised  Statutes,  405,  §  2,  for  each  item  of  service  rendered  by  him,  was 
discharged  on  the  lapse  of  twelve  days  after  the  departure  of  the  boat  from 
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•  

Albany'  for  New  York  next  following  the  rendering  of  saeh  aerfice.     like 
AUda,  165. 

4.  The  Court  affords  a  remedy  against  domestic  vessels  for  labor,  supplies,  &c^ 
furnished,  only  where  the  vessel  is  subject  by  the  local  law  to  a  lien  there- 
for ;  and  the  privilege  is  enforced  sabject  to  every  qualification  or  limita- 
tion attached  to  it  by  that  law.    lb, 

5.  A  steamboat  is  subject  to  a  lien  under  2  Revised  Statutes,  493,  for  fuel 
furnished  her  for  4he  purposes  of  her  navigation.    Ih. 

6.  The  lien  for  labor,  supplies,  &c.,  furnished  to  vessels,  given  by  2  Revised 
Statutes,  493,  takes  effect  from  the  time  when  the  benefit  is  actually  con- 
ferred, not  from  the  date  when  it  is  engaged  or  contracted  for.    Ih. 

7.  Ships  carrying  passengera  for  hire  stand  upon  the  same  footing  in  respect 
to  their  responsibility  in  rem  for  the  performance  of  the  passage  contract, 
with  those  carrying  merchandise  on  freight     The  Aberfoyle,  242. 

8.  When  a  lien  is  claimed  for  labor  and  materials  furnished  in  fitting  out  a 
vessel  for  sea,  the  Admiralty  Courts  of  the  United  States  observe  the  lex 
loci  contractiis,  and  grant  or  refuse  the  remedy  sought,  according  as  it  is 
allowed  or  denied  by  that  law.     The  Infanta^  263. 

Master,  1.    Passenger,  1,  2.    Seamen,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9. 

MARSHAL. 

The  marshal  is  personally  answerable  (under  Sup.  Ct.  Rules j  41,  and  Disi, 
Ct.  Rules,  158)  for  any  failure  to  pay  moneys  attached  by  him,  into  Court 
forthwith ;  and  the  responsibility  of  the  deputy  is  no  less  stringent  than 
that  of  the  marshal.     The  Bark  Laurens  and  $20,000  in  Specie,  A)8. 

MASTER. 

1.  A  delay  of  the  master  to  present  to  the  custom-house  officers  at  the  port 
of  consignment  a  proper  manifest,  by  which  delay  the  owner  of  goods 
shipped  on  board  is  unable  to  pass  them  through  the  custom-house,  is  a 
neglect  of  his  duty  as  a  master,  for  which  the  vessdi  is  re^wnsible.  The 
Zenohia,  80. 

2.  It  is  weU  settled  in  this  country,  that  the  master,  as  such,  has  authority  to 
sell  a  wrecked  vessel,  when  he  proceeds  in  good  fiuth,  exercising  his  best 
discretion  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned ;  and  this  whether  the  sale  is 
made  in  view  of  a  peril  then  involving  the  vessel,  or  of  one  likely  to  ensue, 
from  which,  in  the  opinion  of  persons  competent  to  judge,  she  cannot  be 
rescued.     The  Lucinda  Snow,  305. 

3.  The  employment  of  a  master  to  take  command  of  a  vessel  for  a  fiu^gn 
voyage,  is  usually  a  circumstance  so  notorious  that  there  can  seldom  be 
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wanting  definite  and  decisive  evidence  hj  which  the  fact  of  such  employ- 
ment may  be  established.    Jones  v.  Davis,  446. 

4.  There  is,  moreover,  no  incompatibility  between  the  employment  of  one 
person  as  master  to  superintend  the  loading  and  preparing  a  vessel  for  sea, 
and  the  engagement  of  another  person  to  take  the  conmiand  of  her  upon 
the  voyage.    Ih, 

5.  When,  therefore,  one  claiming  under  an  alleged  employment  as  master 
for  a  foreign  voyage  seeks  to  establish  such  employment,  merely  by  infer- 
ence from  services  rendered  and  acts  performed  by  him,  under  author- 
ity of  the  owners,  in  making  the  vessel*  ready  for  sea,  the  Court  will 
require  that  the  evidence  shall  be  so  strong  ^  to  exclude  all  reasonable 
doubt  that  an  employment  for  the  voyage  wasrotended.    Ih.  ^ 

6.  The  master,  although  agent  for  the  ship  and  cargo  to  the  extent  of  being 
wmpowered,  in  a  case  of  extreme  urgency,  to  sell  either  or  both,  is  not 

authorized  to  accept  the  cargo  on  behalf  of  its  owner  short  of  the  port  of 
delivery.     The  Ann  D.  Richardsony  499. 

Damages,  1,  2.    Evidbnce,  3.    Lien,  1,  2.    Passenger.    Sale. 

Salvage,  8.    Seamen,  10, 11. 


MISNOMER. 

Maritime  courts  will  not  lay  much  stress  on  an  objection  of  misnomer  unsup- 
ported by  evidence  that  the  party  was  in  fact  not  known  by  the  name 
ascribed  to  him.    Henry  v.  Curry,  4S3. 


MONET  IN  COURT. 

1.  Where  specie,  although  consisting  of  foreign  coin,  is  attached  under  proc- 
ess of  the  Court,  the  officer  is  bound  to  pay  it  into^Court  as  money;  and  it 
is  not  to  be  considered  as  cargo  merely.  The  Bark  Laurens  and  $20,000 
in  Specie,  508. 

2.  Under  the  Act  of  April  18, 1814,  (8  U,  S.  Stats.  127,)— which  directs  that 
moneys  received  by  officers  of  the  United  States  Courts  shall  be  deposited 
in  bank,  &c., — the  Court  is  authorized  to  require  its  officers  to  pay  moneys 
received  by  them  into  Court,  to  be  deposited  in  bank  by  the  clerks  of  the 
Court.    lb, 

MOTION. 

1.  A  motion  to  discharge  respondent  from  arrest,  on  the  ground  that  the 
libellant  has  no  legal  cause  of  action  against  him,  will  not  be  granted  where 
the  affidavits  read  upon  the  motion  in  behalf  of  the  respective  parties,  are 
contradictory  as  to  tibe  merits  of  the  cause.    Hicks  v.  Ellis,  444. 
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2.  A  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal  taken  from  a  deeree  in  the  Distriet  Coart 
to  the  Circuit  Court,  must  be  made  in  the  Circuit  Court  The  Josepktne^ 
481. 

3.  A  motion  to  set  amde  an  arrest,  founded  on  irregolarife^r  in  the  libellant^s 
proceedings,  is  not  within  Rule  25  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  will  not  be 
denied  of  course,  merely  because  it  was  not  made  at  the  earliest  6aj  prac- 
ticable after  the  arrest    Martin  v.  Walker^  579. 

Costs,  7,  8. 


^NEGLIGENCE. 

Th^  failure  to  keep  out  a  good  light  during  the  night,  and  the  &ilnre  to 
maintain  a  sufficient  wateh  on  deck,  are  either  of  them  acts  of  culp^fe 
negligence,  which  will  prevent  a  vessel  from  recovering  damages  for  a  col- 
lision.    The  Indiana,  SSO. 

NOTICE. 

1.  Under  the  Act  oC  Congress  of  March  2, 1 799,  (1  U.  S.  Stats.  696,  §  90,)  the 
notice  of  sale  in  cases  of  condemnation  under  the  act  muslj^^  published 
every  day  for  fifteen  days,  i»  the  newspapers  directed  by  tne  act  The 
Hornet,  57. 

2.  Under  Rules  47  and  48  of  the  District  Court,  notice  of  sale  under  venditir 
oni  exponas,  (except  on  condemnation  of  property  on  seizure  by  the 
United  States,)  must  be  published  for  six  days ;  and  the  sale  will  be  set 
aside  if  this  full  number  of  publications  is  not  made.    Ih, 

Practice,  13. 


OFFICER. 

Deputy  Marshal.    Fees,  2.    Jurisdiction,  23.   Marshal.   Master. 

Seamen,  2,  3. 


PARTIES  TO  ACTION. 

1.  Where  an  attorney  in  fact  of  an  absent  owner  of  property,  intervened  on 
his  behalf  by  claim  and  answer,  and  the  owner  afterwards  came  within  the 
United  States,  and  moved  to  be  allowed  to  defend  in  his  own  name, — 
Held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  do  so  on  pajnonent  of  costs  of  opposing  the 
motion,  and  on  entering  into  a  new  stipulation  for  costs.  The  Bark  Lau- 
rens and  $20,000  in  l^ecie,  302. 
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2.  Original  proceedings  taken  in  a  Court  of  Admiralty  against  Teasels  cap- 
tured in  war  by  a  public  vesse],  to  divest  tbe  former  ownership  and  to 
confiscate  the  captured  property,  should  be  taken  in  the  name  of  the  gov- 
enmient  under  whose  authority  the  capture  was  made,  and  not  in  the 
names  of  the  indiyidual  captors,  unless  express  authority  is  given  to  the 
latter  to  sue  in  their  own  names.    Proceeds  of  Prizes  of  War,  495. 

S.  But  where  the  proceeds  of  prizes  have  been  brought  into  Court,  the  parties 
entitled  to  distributive  shares  therein  may  file  their  libel  in  their  individual 
names.  lb. 

PARTNERSHIP. 
Account.         -^ 

PASSENGER. 

1.  Where  libellant  contracted  with  the  master  in  a  foreign  port  for  a  passage 
to  this  countiy,  and  paid  a  part  of  his  passage-money  in  advance,  but  the 
master  fiuled  to  fulfil  his  contract,  and  libellant  was  obliged  in  consequence 
to  take  passage  in  another  vessel, — Held,  that  the  vessel  was  responsible 
for  the  fulfilment  of  the  agreement ;  and  that  the  libellant  was  entitled  to 
recover  from  her  the  passage-money  paid  in  advance,  the  eicpenses  incur- 
red by  him  in  awaiting  the  sailing  of  another  ship,  and  the  sum  paid  by 
him  to  such  second  vessel  for  his  passage  in  her.     Hie  Zenobia,  80. 

2.  Ships  carrying  passengers  for  hire  are  liable  in  rem  for  wrongful  acts  of 
the  master  in  his  capacity  as  such ;  but  not,  it  seems,  for  acts  of  mere  per- 
sonal private  malice  or  ill-will.     Hie  Aberfoyle,  242. 

S.  Where  a  passenger  is  put  on  short  allowance  by  the  master,  the  latter  will 

not  be  presumed  to  have  acted  from  personal  malice ;  and  if  such  short 

allowance  be  a  violation  of  the  passage  contract,  the  ship  will  be  held  liable 

unless  it  is  shown  that  the  master's  conduct  was  malicious  and  wrongful. 

lb. 

Lien,  1,  2,  7. 

PAYMENT. 

Money  in  Court.    Sramen's  Wages,  R 

PERILS  OF  THE  SEAS. 

1.  The  phrases  ^^  the  dangers  of  the  seas,"  '*  the  dangers  of  navigation,"  and 
^the  perils  of  the  seas,"  employed  in  bills  of  lading,  are  convertible  terms. 
Baxter  v.  Leland,  S48. 

2.  Wherever  a  cause  of  injury  to  a  cargo  lies  very  near  the  line  which  sepa- 
rates excusable  perils  of  the  seas  from  those  dangers  for  which  carriers  are 
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responsible,  regard  is  to  be  had  to  the  custom  of  the  trade  in  determining 
whether  it  is  to  be  classed  with  perils  of  the  seas  or  not.    lb. 

3.  A  dampness  or  sweating  of  the  hold  of  a  vessel,  shown  to  be  the  ordinary 
accompaniment  of  a  voyage  from  southern  to  northern  ports,  and  to  result 
not  from  tempestuous  weather,  but  from  occult  atmospheric  causes,  is  not 
a  ^^  peril  of  the  seas."    lb, 

PILOTAGE. 

1.  Whether,  under  the  estabUshed  usage  among  steamboats  plying  upon  the 
Hudson  River,  the  mere  hiring  of  a  pilot  at  monthly  wages,  effected  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  the  season  of  na^gation,  carries  with  it  an  im- 
plied engagement  that  the  employment  shall  continue  throughout  the 
entire  season, — Query?     Truesdale  v.  Young,  891. 

2.  Whether  such  engagement  could  be  implied  where  the  hiring  was  effected 
after  the  season  was  partly  over,— doubted.    lb, 

8.  There  is  no  statute  in  force  regulating  the  compensation  payable  for  pilot- 
age service  rendered  through  Sandy  Hook  channel  Love  v.  Hinckletf, 
436. 

4.  The  former  laws  upon  this  subject  reviewed.    lb. 

5.  The  libellants  piloted  a  vessel  partially  crippled,  but  not  in  immediate 
peril,  nor  unnavigable,  through  the  Sandy  Hook  channel,  and  chumed 
extra  fees,  as  for  a  vessel  in  distress,  on  the  ground  of  usage  of  the  port 

Held,  1.  That  the  proofs  in  the  cause  did  not  authorize  the  Court  to 
say,  that  the  term  distress  was  by  the  usage  of  .the  port  applicable  to  the 
condition  of  the  vessel  in  question. 

2.  That  the  proo&  did  not  show  a  usage  of  charging  and  paying  double 
fees  as  a  legal  right,  even  for  services  rendered  to  a  vessel  in  distress. 

3.  That  the  libellants  were  entitled  to  a  reasonable  extra  compensation 
to  be  fixed  by  the  Court,  for  the  increased  responsibility  and  effort  pre- 
sumably incurred  in  consequence  of  the  crippled  condition  of  the  vessel 
lb. 

PLEADING. 

1.  In  Admiralty  no  decree  can  be  rendered  upon  proofs  merely,  when  the 
subject-matter  of  those  proofs  is  not  embraced  within  the  pleadings.  The 
decree  must  conform  to  the  aUegalions  of  the  parties.    Dams  v.  LesHe,  12S. 

2.  Where  a  sword  answer  is  not  demanded  by  the  libel,  the  libellant  may 
contradict  its  allegations,  by  proo&,  without  filing  a  replication  thereto,  or 
notice  of  suc]tf(>roof.     The  Infanta,  263. 

8.  In  answer  ^  a  libel  for  wages,  the  claimants  set  up  a  stipulation  in  the 
shipping  artitles  in  bar  of  the  recovery.    The  libellant  served  a  replication 
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in  the  usual  form,  but  contended,  upon  tihe  trial,  that  the  stipulation  relied 
upon  was  void. 

Held,  1.  That  so  far  as  the  claim  to  treat  the  stipulation  as  Toid  might 
rest  upon  any  matters  of  fact  outside  the  stipulation  itself,  the  question  ^^ras 
not  raised^/  the  general  replication  ;  but  the  libellant  ought,  either  by  an 
amendment  of  the  libd  or  by  a  special  replication,  to  have  introduced  into 
the  pleadings  aTerments  contesting  or  avoiding  the  apparflit  bar  contained 
in  the  stipulation. 

2.  That  the  questioh,  whether  the  stipulation  was  not  void  in  point  of 
law  in  itself  considered,  and  apart  from  any  extraneous  facts,  might  be 
raised  on  the  general  replication,  and  should  be  considered  as  if  it  had 
arisen  upon  demurrer  or  exception  to  the  answer.  The  Atlantic,  451. 
4.  Where,  in  answer  to  a  libel  for  wages,  the  claimants  set  up  a  discharge  of 
libellant  in  a  foreign  port  by  <irder  of  the  consul,  it  is  incumbent  on  them 
to  set  forth  in  their  answer  a  state  of  facts  justifying  the  discharge  relied 
on,  and  to  support  the*allegations  by  adequate  proof.    lb. 

Amendment.      • 


PRACTICE.     . 

1.  The  history  of  the  distinction  between  proceedings  in  rem  and  in  perso- 
nam, reviewed.     The  Sloop  Merchant,  1. 

2.  To  entitle  the  claimant  or  respondent,  in  Admiralty,  to  claim  judgment 
against  the  libellant  preliminarily,  on  the  ground  that  his  right  of  action 
did  not  mature  until  after  the  suit  was  commenced,  the  objection  must  be 
raised  by  plea  in  abatement  or  demurrer.     The  Isaac  Newton,  11. 

3.  And  where  such  plea  has  not  been  interposed,  the  Court  will  not  pro- 
nounce against  the  action  merely  on  the  ground  that  it  was  prematurely 
brought,  if  the  right  of  action  is  perfected  before  the  final  l^eariil^.    Ih, 

4.  In  such  cases  parties  will  be  protected,  in  the  adjustment  of  costs,  from 
any  injustice  arising  from  a  too  early  coipmencement  of  the  suit.    Ih. 

5.  An  objection  to  the  regularity  of  a  commissioner's  report  cannot  be 
brought  forward  by  exception  to  the  report ;  but  should  be  raised  by  motion 
founded  upon  the  irregularity.     The  Columbus,  37. 

S.  An  exception  to  a  commissioner's  report  draws  in  question  only  the  rea- 
sons upon  which  the  report  is  founded,    lb. 

7,  Where  a  libel  is  filed  for  a  cause  of  action  upon  which  both  vessel  and 
master  may  be  together  liable,  the  Court  will  not  make  an  order  that  the 
libellant  elect  between  the  remedy  in  rem  and  that  in  personam,  nor  that 
he  submit  to  have  either  the  arrest  of  the  respondent  or  the  attachment 
against  the  vessel  vacated.  The  Zenobia,  48.' 
VOL.  I.  53 
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8.  The  legality  or  propriety  of  an  order  of  reference  cannot  be  impeached 
upon  exception  to  the  report     The  Ehode  Island^  100. 

9.  The  practice  of  the  English  Admiralty  and  the  former  practice  of  the 
District  Ck>ttrt,  in  respect  to  the  security  required  to  be  given  by  a  respond- 
ent arrested  upon  bailable  warrant,  in  order  to  authorize  4is  discharge 
from  the  arrest, — stated.     Gardner  t.  Isaacson^  141. 

10.  An  irreguAty  of  practice  must  be  objected  to  by  the  party  affected  by 
it,  within  the  term  of  the  Court  next  subsequent  to  its  becoming  known  to 
him.     The  Infanta,  827. 

11.  The  practice  of  Courts  of  Admiralty  in  respect  to  the  process  of  foreign 
attachments, — defined.    Smith  y,  MUn,  ^79, 

12.  There  is  no  rule  of  practice  governing  proceedings  in  Admiralty  suits  in 
the  District  Court  which  requires  either  party  to  give  the  other  notice  of  a 
final  decree,  otherwise  than  by  adopting  the  proper  means  for  enforcing  it 
Gaines  v.  Tram.  422. 

18.  A  decree  from  which  an  appeal  may  be  taken,  cannot  be  executed  within 
ten  days  after  it  has  been  rendered ;  but  the  delay  is  for  no  other  purpose 
than  to  favor  the  right  of  appeal,  and  the  mere  entry  of  the  decree  is  no- 
tice to  all  parties.    lb, 

14.  Where  the  United  States  District  Attorney  authorizes  a  suit  for  the  con- 
demnation of  a  prize  to  be  filed  in  the  names  06  the  individual  captors,  the 
Court  will  allow  the  proceedings  to  be  so  conducted,  instead  of  requiring 
that  the  suit  be  instituted  on  behalf  of  the  government  Proceeds  of 
Prizes  of  War,  495. 

Action.  Amendment.  Abrest.  Bail.  Costb.  Default.  Estoppel. 
Foreign  Attachment,  Guardian  ad  Litem.  Interest.  Joinder 
OF  Actions.  Jurisdiction.  Misnomer.  Monet  in  Court.  Motion. 
Notice.  Parties  to  Actions.  Pleading.  Beference.  Sal- 
vage, ^4.  Stipulation.  Variance.  Verification.  Waiver. 
Witness. 

PBESUMPTION. 

1.  Where,  in  the  case  of  a  contract  for  services  in  which  no  definite  term  of 
service  is  expressed,  there  is  proof  that  the  party  ckdming  to  have  been 
hired  as  pilot  represented  the  engagement  was  terminable  at  his  option, 
this  affords  a  strong  presumption  that  it  was  terminable,  abo,  at  the  option 
of  the  other  party.     Truesdale  v.  Young,  891. 

2.  In  defence  to  a  libel  for  wages  as  cook  and  steward  by  one  William  Henry, 
respondent  put  in  shipping  articles  executed  by  William  Henderson  as 
cook  and  steward.  Held,  that  the  presumption  was  that  the  libellant  was 
the  person  who  had  entered  into  the  articles.    Henry  v.  Curry,  488. 

Bill  of  Ladu^g,  7.    Master,  8,  4,  5. 
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PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 
Bail.    Execution. 

PROCEEDS. 
Money  in  Court.    Parties  to  Actions,  2,  8. 

PROCTOR. 
Fees,  1. 

REFERENCE. 

1 .  Where  a  cause  is  referred  to  experts  to  ascertain  and  report  npon  Acts 
appertaining  to  their  calling  or  experience,  it  is  the  settled  mle,  both  at 
law  and  in  Admiralty,  to  adopt  the  decision  of  the  referees,  unless  tihere  is 
a  manifest  preponderance  of  testimony  against  it.     The  Isaac  Newton,  588. 

2.  Where,  upon  reference  to  a  commissioner,  there  is  a  conflict  of  testimony 
upon  a  question  of  fact,  the  Court  wiU  adopt  the  conclusion  of  the  commis- 
sioner, unless  there  is  a  palpable  preponderance  of  evidence  against  it. 
Holmes  v.  Dodge,  60. 

«  Costs,  1,  2,  3.    Practice,  5,  6,  8. 

REPIJCATION. 
Pleading,  8. 


SALE. 

1.  The  purchaser  of  a  wrecked  vessel  from  the  master  is  not  bound,  in  order 
to  maintain  his  title,  to  furnish  direct  and  positive  evidence  of  the  honesty 
of  the  master's  conduct  and  of  the  necessity  of  the  sale ;  but  presumptive 
proof  of  those  facts  is  sufficient     The  Lucinda  Snow,  305. 

2.  The  circumstance  that  the  master  who  has  sold  a  stranded  vessel  believed 
at  the  time  that  he  could  get  her  off,  would  be  pertinent  to  show  bad  fiuth 
avoiding  the  sale ;  but  proof  that  the  purchaser  believed  himself  able  to 
rescue  the  vessel,  can  have  no  such  effect.    Ih, 

3.  The  degree  of  necessity  which  justifies  the  sale  of  a  wrecked  vessel  by  the 
master, — defined,    lb. 
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SALVAGE. 


1.  Salvage  aervice  is  such  Bervice  as  \b  rendered  in  rescue  or  relief  of  prop- 
erty at  sea,  in  imminent  peril  of  loss  or  deterioration.  The  H.  B.  Fasier^ 
222. 

2.  Where  there  is  a  hiring  or  baigain  hoTut  fide,  and  free  from  fraud  or  mia- 
take,  for  aid  to  be  rendered  by  one  vessel  to  another  in  distress,  the  terms 
of  such  agreement  are  adhered  to  as  the  rule  of  compensation ;  but  where 
no  agreement  is  made,  the  rate  of  remuneration  for  such  services  is  to  be 
governed  bj  the  considerations  applicable  to  salvage  cases,    lb, 

3.  A  vessel  laden  with  a  valuable  cargo,  being  overtaken  bj  a  storm  while 
entering  the  harbor  of  her  port  of  destination,  was  left  by  her  crew,  wholly 
crippled  and  unnavigable,  and  in  a  situation  where  a  recurrence  of  severe 
weather  might  have  produced  a  total  loss,  yet  lying  in  the  mouth  of  the 
harbor  and  within  ready  reach  of  assistance.  A  steamer,  engaged  in  the 
business  of  towing  vessels  to  and  fro  in  the  harbor,  went  out  to  her  relief, 
reaching  her  just  as  another  steamer  of  like  occupation  was  approaching, 
with  a  view  to  reader  similar  assistance,  and  took  her  in  tow  and  brought 
her  up  to  the  wharf;  the  entire  time  consumed  being  five  hours,  and  the 
severity  of  the.  storm  having  abated. 

Held,  1.  That  this  was  a  case  for  salvage  compensation,  and  not  one  of 
mere  towage  service. 

2.  That  it  was  not  a  case  of  legal  derelict,  nor  one  entitling  the  salvors 
to  extraordinary  compenaation.  . 

S.  That  $250  was  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  service  rendered. 
lb. 

4.  A  Court  of  Admiralty  will  not  order  a  salvage  suit  to  be  set  aside  or  to  be 
stayed  because  there  is  pending  in  a  court  of  law  an  action  of  replevin  for 
the  salved  property,  brought  by  the  owner  against  the  salvor,  and  in  which 
the  validity  of  the  salvor's  lien  upon  the  property  may  be  determined. 
A  Raft  of  ^rSf  291. 

5.  The  rescuing  a  raft  of  timber  found  adrift  in  harbor,  and  floating  out  to 
sea  unaccompanied  by  any  person,  is  in  its  nature  a  maritime  salvage  ser- 
vice, for  which  salvage  compensation  may  be  awarded,    lb, 

6.  The  law  governing  such  cases  in  England, — considered,    lb. 

7.  The  considerations  which  should  govern  the  Court  in  adjusting  the  amount 
of  salvage  compensation,  and  its  distribution  amongst  the  salvors,  in  case 
of  timber  found  adrift  and  rescued,  stated,    lb. 

8.  An  action  for  compensation  for  salvage  services,  rendered  to  a  vessel,  can- 
not be  maintained  in  personam  against  the  master,  unless  it  was  perfonned 
for  his  benefit.    Miller  v.  KeUy,  564. 

9.  No  claim  for  salvage  can  be  maintained  by  the  crew  of  a  vessel  apon  the 
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ground  that  by  their  services  she  is  brought  through  a  storm  into  port, 
sound  in  hull.    Jb, 

JuBiSDiCTioN,  10.    Towage. 

SEAMEN. 

1.  The  right  of  seamen  to  leave  the  vessel  on  the  ground  of  her  being  char- 
tered for  a  voyage  in  gross  deviation  from  that  for  which  they  shipped,  will 
not  justify  them  in  taking  possession  of  the  vessel  while  at  sea.  The  Mary 
Ann,  270. 

2.  Seamen  are  authorized  under  the  general  maritime  law  to  prevent  or 
restrain  their  officers  from  the  commission  of  open  and  flagrant  crimes  in 
the  ship,  attempted  in  the  presence  of  the  seamen.    Ih, 

3.  But  the  crew  are  not  justified,  by  circumstances  affording  reasonable 
ground  of  suspicion  merely  that  the  master  is  about  to  engage  the  vessel  in 
the  slave-trade,  in  taking  possession  of  her  at  sea,  or  in  a  foreign  port,  and 
bringing  her  back  to  her  home  port ;  and  their  undertaking  so  to  do,  for- 
feits both  the  wages  already  earned  and  those  for  the  residue  of  the  voy- 
age,   lb. 

4.  A  seaman  is  entitled  to  be  cured  at  the  expense  of  the  ship,  of  sickness, 
hurts,  wounds^  &c.,  incurred  in  the  service  of  the  ship.  Ringold  v.  Crocker, 
844. 

'  5.  The  phrase  "  service  of  the  ship"  is  not  confined  in  meaning  to' acts  done 
for  the  benefit  of  the  ship,  or  in  the  actual  performance  of  the  seaman's 
duty.    lb. 

6.  A  sailor  must,  in  judgment  of  law,  be  deemed  in  the  service  of  the  ship 
while  under  the  power  and  authority  of  its  officers;  and  he  is  entitled  to  be 
cured  at  the  expense  of  the  ship  of  any  injury  received  by  him  in  exe- 
cuting an  improper  order,  or  infficted  upon  htm  directly  by  the  wrongful 
violence  of  an  officer  of  the  ship  in  the  exercise  of  his  authority  as  officer 
to  punish  him.    lb. 

7.  A  mariner  receiving  injury  in  the  performance  of  his  duty  Is  entitled  to 
be  treated  and  cured  at  the  expense  of  the  ship ;  and  this  is  equally  true, 
whether  his  compensation  is  by  specific  money  wages,  or  by  a  share  in  the 
earnings  of  the  vessel.     The  AHantic,  451. 

8.  As  a  general  principle,  the  liability  of  the  ship  in  this  regard  is  limited  to 
the  reconveyance  of  the  disabled  mariner  to  the  United  States,  or  to  such 
period  of  time  as  may  be  reasonable,  to  enable  him  to  return  thither ;  but 
this  rule  is  liable  to  variations,    lb. 

9.  Where  a  seaman  ships  "  by  the  run  "  or  "  by  the  voyage,"  the  vessel, 
although  detained  at  an  intermediate  port  by  stress  of  weather,  is  bound  to 
maintain  him  while  he  remains  attached  to  her,  whether  his  services  are 
useful  to  her  or  not    Miller  v.  Kelly,  564. 

53* 
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10.  The  master  of  a  vessel  is  entitled  to  call  upon  the  ship's  cook  to  perform 
service  as  a  seaman,  so  far  as  he  possesses  the  requimte  experience  and 
ability.    AUen  v.  Hallet,  578. 

11.  Where  a  seaman  deserts  from  the  vessel  while  in  port,  and  another  hand 
is  shipped  in  his  place,  and  he  afterwards  returns  and  secretes  himself  on 
board,  and  is  discovered  by  the  master  after  the  ship  has  left  port,  the  mas- 
ter is  entitled  to  call  upon  him  to  perform  any  service  as  seaman  which 
may  be  within  his  ability  ;  but  is  not  entitled  to  assume  that  he  is  an  able 
seaman,  and  to  require  him  to  do  duly  as  soch.    Jh, 

Consular  Discharge.    Guardian  ad  Litem.    Salvage,  9.    Shipping 

Articles. 

SEAMEN*S  WAGES. 

1.  The  Act  of  7  &  8  Vict,  c.  112,  §  17 — authorizing  the  recovery  of  seamen's 
wages  notwithstanding  the  loss  of  the  ship  before  earning  freight,  provided 
the  seaman  shall  produce  a  certificate  to  the  fact  that  he  exerted  himself 
to  save  the  ship,  cargo,  &c., — does  not  operate  to  create  a  new  right  of 
action  formerly  unknown,  but  only  by  way  of  removing  a  disability  which 
the  rules  of  maritime  courts  previously  imposed.    Datfis  v*  LesUe,  1 2S. 

2.  Hence  the  action,  in  such  cases,  is  not  upon  the  statute,  nor  upon  any 
right  created  thereby,  but  upon  the  contract  to  pay  wages.    lb, 

8.  A  bottbmry  creditor  may,  by  payment  of  the  seamen's  wages,  entitle  him- 
self to  a  novation  in  their  place  for  recovery  of  their  demands  against  the 
vessel.     The  Cabot,  150. 

4.  But  he  has  no  right  to  exact  of  them  a  formal  asngnment  of  their  wages, 
nor  the  payment  of  his  proctor's  fees ;  nor,  on  an  offer  to  satisfy  their 
wages,  can  he  require  them  to  defer  the  prosecution  of  their  demands 
until  he  chooses  to  institute  a  suit  on  the  bottomry.    lb. 

5.  On  the  dischai^e  of  a  seaman,  his  wages  become  immediately  payable ; 
and  the  Act  of  Congress  of  July  20,  1 790,  does  not  compel  searoea  dis- 
charged from  their  ship  to  wait  until  the  expiration  of  ten  days  after  the 
discharge  of  the  cargo  before  bringing  a  suit    lb. 

6.  When  payment  of  wages  is  made  to  an  American  seaman  at  a  foreign 
port,  in  foreign  coin,  on  the  sale  of  the  ship,  the  breaking  up  of  the  voyage 
or  the  discbarge  of  the  seaman  by  the  master,  such  coin  is  to  be  valued  at 
its  rate  in  the  home  port,  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States ;  but  foreign 
coin  is  to  be  estimated  at  its  value  at  the  place  of  pa^fmenty  j£  iiae  payment 
is  a  voluntary  advance  on  the  part  of  the  master,  made. with  the  assent  of 
the  seaman,    lb. 

7.  For  a  seaman  wilfully  to  do  any  act  which  puts  the  vessel  in  jeopardy, — 
e.  g.  for  one  to  violate  a  notorious  excise  law,  by  smuggling, — ^is  a  breach  of 
the  duty  which  he  owes  to  the  ship.    Scott  v.  Mufuell,  258. 
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8.  Such  breach  of  duty  may  be  considered  in  diminntioB  or  in  bar  of  the 
seaman's  wages';  it  being  an  offence  in  the  nature  of  barratry,  causing  loss 
and  delay  to  the  vessel,  for  which  he  would  justly  be  8ul>ject  to  make 

'  amends,  by  forfeitare  or  subtraction  of  wages.    lb. 

9.  The  theft  of  a  portion  of  a  cargo,  by  a  mariner,  works  an  absolute  forfeit- 
ure of  wages.    Alexander  t.  Galloway ,  261. 

10.  The  £^t  that  the  seaman  has  been  acquitted  on  a  criminal  trial  for  the 
larceny  of  a  part  of  the  cargo,  is  not  condusive  to  rebut  the  charge  when 
set  up  as  a  defence  against  his  suit  for  wages,    lb. 

11.  It  seems  that  seamen  employed  on  board  a  vessel  forfeited  under  the  Act 
of  1800,  (2  (7.  S.  Stats.  70,)  as  fitted  out  for  the  slave-trade,  are  entitled 
to  wages,  notwithstanding  the  forfeiture,  if  they  were  not  knowin'gly  or 
willingly  connected  with  the  criminal  purpose*  of  the  voyage.  The  Mary 
Ann,  270. 

Consular  Dischargb.  Costs,  9,  11,  14,  16.  Evidence,  2,  S,  4. 
Guardian  ad  Litem.  Joinder  of  Actions,  1,  2,  S,  4,  5,  6.  Ju- 
risdiction, 10, 14, 15, 17,  18,  20,  21,  22,  24.  Seamen,  3.  Shipping 
Articles.  « 

SEAWORTHINESS. 

« 

*.  Evidence,  4.    Jurisdiction,  15. 

SHIP-KEEPER. 

« 

Jurisdiction,  21,  22. 

SHIPPING  ARTICLES. 

1.  A  stipulation  in  shipping  articles,  by  which  the  master  and  crew  of  a  for- 
eign vessel,  about  to  sail  to  this  countxy,  agree  that  they  will  not  sue  in  any 
courts  abroad,  but  will  refer  all  disputes  to  the  courts  of  their  own  country 
for  adjudication,  is  lawful  and  binding,  and  wiM,  in  general,  be  respected 
and  enforced  by  the  American  courts.    Bucker  v.  Klorkgeler,  402. 

2.  But  where  the  interests  of  justice  require  it  to  be  disregarded — e.g.^  where 
the  voyage  is  broken  up  in  an  American  port,  by  some  other  cause  than 
the  wreck  of  the  vessel,  or  where  the  man  is  dischA-ged  or  becomes  enti- 
tled to  a  discharge  by  reason  of  improper  treatment — the  American  courts 
will  entertain  a  suit  by  a  foreign  seaman  for  his  wages,  notwithstanding  his 
stipulation  in  the  articles  not  to  sue  until  his  return  home.    lb. 

8.  As  a  general  rule,  seamen  are  competent  to  bind  themselves  by  a  contract 
with  the  master  and  owners ;  and  in  the  ordinary  case  oT  a  hiring  for 
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money  wages  at  a  specific  rate,  the  contract  of  the  seaman  in  respect  to 
the  rate  will  be  upheld,     llie  Atlantic,  451. 

4.  The  contract  of  a  seaman  in  respect  to  his  compensation  will  likewise  be 
upheld  where  the  mode  of  compensation  contemplated  is  by  a  proportional 
division  of  the  earnings  of  the  vessel  among  the  owners,  officers,  and  crew. 
lb, 

5.  Shipping  articles  entered  into  for  a  whaling  voyage,  and  contemplating 
the  payment  of  the  officers  alhd  crew  by  "  lays  "  or  shares  in  the  vessel's 
earnings,  contained  a  stipulation  that  either  of  the  officers  or  crew  who 
might  be  prevented  by  any  cause  from  penfoiming  their  duty  during  the 
whole  of  the  voyage,  should  receive  of  his  lay  only  in  proportion  as  the 
time  served  by  him  should  be  to  the  whole  time  of  the  voyage. 

Hdd,  that  this  stipulation  would  be  sustained ;  even  without  evidence 
that  special  explanation  of  it  was  made  to  the  seaman.    lb. 

6.  A  mariner  who  ships  ^  by  the  run"  takes  the  risk  of  adverse  weather  and 
of  other  kindred  accidents  attendant  upon  maritime  enterprise ;  and  if  the 
vessel  be  driven  out  of  her  course  by  stress  of  weather,  and  obliged  to  take 
shelter  in  an  intermediate  port,  and  is  there  detained,  the  seaman  has  no 
claim  for  additional  compensation  for  extra  services  thus  required.  MiUer 
V.  KeUy,  664. 

Evidence,  5.  # 


STATUTORY  CONSTRUCTION. 

Doubtful  words  in  a  general  statute  may  be  expounded  with  references  to  a 
general  usage ;  and  when  a  statute  is  applicable  to  a  particular  place  only, 
such  words  may  be  construed  by  usage  at  that  place.  Love  v.  Hincklejf, 
4S6. 

Abrrst,  1,  2,  4,  5. 


STEAMBOAT. 

» 

Collision,  6,  7,  8,  9, 10, 11, 12, 18, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20.    Contract, 

1,  2,  4.    Lien,  8,  5. 


STIPULATION. 

1.  Afler  a  bond  has  been  given  by  a  respondent  to  the  marshal,  in  compli- 
ance with  the  rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  the  libellant  cannot  exact  any 
additional  stipulation.     Gaines  v.  Travis,  297. 

2.  An  increased  stipulation  for  costs  should  not  be  required  from  the  clain^ 
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$nts  on  account  of  a  delay  in  the  progreM  of  the  action,  occasioned  or 
obtained  by  the  libellants.    The  Bark  Laurens  and  $20,000  in  Specie,  302. 
3.  The  requisites  of  a  valid  stipulation   in  Admiralty — considered.     The 
Infaniay  327. 

Arrest,  2,  3.    Bail,  2.    ExECtrTiOK.    Waiver,  2,  3. 

TOWAGE. 

1.  Towage  senrice  is  aid  rendered  in  the  propulsion  of  a  vessel,  &c.,  irrespec- 
tive of  any  circmnstanoes  of  peril.    The  H,  B.  Foster,  222. 

2.  Hiere  is  no  determinate  rule  of  law  absolutely  distinguishing  totoage  ser- 
vice from  salvage  service.    lb, 

3.  Towage  may  be  a  salvage  service,  when  performed  in  aid  of  a  vessel  in 
distress.    lb* 

USAGE. 

It  seems  that  there  is  no  settled  usage  among  those  navigating  the  Hbdson 
l^ver,  which  requires  vessels  anchoring  over  night  to  take  up  a  position 
within  any  particular  limits  as  respects  the  shore ;  nor  any  usage  justifying 
a  steamboat  making  a  night  trip,  in  dispensing,  while  running  in  the  mid- 
dle of  the  river,  with  any  care  or  precautions  to  avoid  collision,  which  she 
would  be  bound  to  take  if  running  near  the  shore.     The  Indiana,  830. 

Bill  op  Lading,  6.    Pilotage,  1,  5.    Statutory  Construction. 

VARIANCE. 

Where  the  defence  in  the  answer,  in  a  cause  of  collision  between  a  schooner 
and  a  steamboat,  rested  on  faults  imputed  to  the  schooner  in  holding  her 
course  across  the  bows  of  the  steamer  under  circumstancies  in  which  it  was 
her  duty  to  have  gone  about ;  and  the  defence  set  up  by  the  proofs  rested 
upon  faults  committed  on  the  part  of  the  schooner  in  an  attempt  to  come 
about  abruptly,  and  falling  off  or  drif^ng  in  the  attempt,  against  the 
steamer, — Held,  that  the  latter  defence  was  a  deviation  from  the  answer ; 
and  that  under  the  pleadings  the  claimants  were  not  entitled  to  the  bene- 
fit of  it.     The  Washington  Irving,  336. 

Affreightment,  4.    Bill  of  Lading,  1. 


VEEQFICATION. 


• 


1.  When  a  libel  is  verified  by  an  attorney  in  fhct  of  the  libellant, — as  in  case 
of  the  libellant's  absence,  &c., — it  is  not  necessary  that  the  authority  of  the 
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attorney  to  act  should  be  made  to  appear  when  he  atteats  the  libel  or  files 
it ;  it  is  enough  if  he  establishes  such  authority  when  it  is  called  in  ques- 
tion. Martin  v.  Walker,  579. 
2.  A  mere  general  employment  as  proctor  or  attorney  at  law  to  prosecute  a 
demand  in  a  Court  of  Admiralty,  is  not  sufficient  to  authorize  the  party 
employed  to  verify  a  libel  as  attorney  in  fact  of  the  libelUnt    lb. 


WAIVER. 

1 .  The  libellant  entered  an  irregular  default  against  respondent,  and  moved 
the  cause  on  for  hearing  on  a  reference  to  a  commissioner.  The  respond- 
ent appeared,  took  no  objection,  but  consented  to  adjournments. 

Held,  1.  That  his  appearance,  &c.,  before  the  referee,  constituted  a  vol- 
untary consent  on  his  part  to  waive  the  irregularities  committed,  and  to 
submit  the  case  to  the  determination  of  the  commissioner. 

2.  That  the  Court  had  power,  however,  to  set  aside  the  proceedings, 
and  would  do  so,  on  terms,  inasmuch  as  it  was  necessary  to  do  so  in  order 
to  enable  the  respondent  to  have  the  benefit  of  his  real  defence.  Oaines 
v.  Travis,  297. 

2.  A  defective  execution  of  a  stipulation  will  be  deemed  waived  unless  esf- 
cepted  to  before  the  close  of  the  term  next  after  the  opposite  party  has 
notice  of  the  defect.     The  Infanta,  327. 

8.  This  rule  is  strictly  observed  in  the  case  of  stipulations  given  in  behalf  of 
seamen,    lb, 

WHALING  VOYAGE. 
Account,  1,  2,  3.    Shipping  Articles,  8, 4,  5. 

WITNESS. 

1.  In  collision  cases,  the  Court  will  attach  a  greater  weight  to  the  testimony 
of  witnesses  to  facts  which  occurred  within  their  own  knowledge,  on  board 
their  own  vessel,  than  to  any  opinions  or  judgments  formed  by  those  upon 
one  vessel  respecting  the  management  of  the  other.     The  Governor,  108. 

2.  The  testimony  of  witnesses  may  be  taken  on  a  commission  sent  abroad, 
whose  names  are  not  inserted  in  it,  on  satisfactory  proof  furnished  after  its 
return  that  their  names  or  materiality  were  unknown  when  the  commission 
was  sued  out  or  transmitted.     The  Infanta,  268. 

3.  The  rule  more  recently  introduced  into  the  English  practice,  and  adopted 
in  many  of  the  State  courts  of  the  United  Statte,  which  prohibits  the  im- 
peaching of  a  witness  by  proving  declarations  of  his  contradictory  to  his 
testimony,  unless  he  has  been  previously  questioned  in  respect  to  such 
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declarations,  and  afforded  the  opportunity  to  explain  them, — disapproved. 
HotolandY.  Conway,  281. 

4.  The  practice  formerly  prevailing  in  this  Court  and  in  the  Circait  Court, 
allowing  the  impeachment  of  a  witness  by  proof  declarations  made  by  him 
out  of  Court,  contradictory  to  his  testimony,  without  requiring  that  he 
should  be  first  examined  with  respect  to  them, — commended.    lb, 

5.  A  female  offered  as  a  witness  and  objected  to,  upon  the  ground  that  she 
is  the  wife  of  the  party  calling  her,  pannot  be  examined  to  disprove  the 
marriage  when  there  is  suifficient  evidence  aliunde  before  the  Court  to 
raise  a  presumption  of  marriage.    Jtoss  y.  NUeSf  411. 

Evidence,  1,  3. 
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